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1. INTRODUCTION
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
In August 2016, the city of Ormond Beach, Florida, commissioned a team of consultants to
prepare a historic structures report and feasibility analysis of the MacDonald House at 38 E
Granada. The purpose of the study is to provide information to consider the historical
significance of the MacDonald House and its relevance within the context of the City’s historic
resources when considering redevelopment projects and other efforts of the City.
The consultant team, led by Bender & Associates, Architects, Key West, included: Dr. James J.
Miller, Tallahassee (historian, archaeologist, and heritage planner), Atlantic Engineering
Services, Jacksonville (structural engineering) TLC Engineering (mechanical, and electrical
engineering) and EE&G Environmental Services (asbestos, lead and materials testing).
It is the Owner’s desire to ensure that all possible aspects relating to the property be included
in the assessment. Therefore, this report evaluated all possible development options, including
restoration, rehabilitation, and demolition. Those options are discussed in Section 4:
Rehabilitation and Adaptive Use Potential. Additionally, the study provides needed data for the
possible inclusion of the resource into the City’s comprehensive plan which could address and
identify the historically significant structure for the purpose of recognition and possible
conservation and/or rehabilitation. It became clear early in the process that demolition could
not be justified. The building is in good condition structurally and has great historical
significance. Additionally, it can easily be adapted to a number of uses.
The MacDonald House is extremely significant historically in its own right. When viewed in its
context with The Casements, John D. Rockefeller’s winter home, and Billy’s Tap Room, it
becomes even more significant. Preservation and rehabilitation of the resource in its current
location is recommended.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
The MacDonald House is an important resource that reflects the history and development of
Ormond Beach. We recommend a design approach that will respect that history and serve as a
visual record of that era.
Summary Recommendations
1.

Update the National Register Nomination Form and any related site files to reflect
additional historic data and the original construction date of 1903 as contained in
this report. Submit the application to the National Park Service through the State of
Florida Division of Historical Resources, for individual listing of the Stout‐MacDonald
House on the National Register of Historic Places.
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2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
8.

Comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.
Restore the building configuration to its historic period of concern appearance, i.e.,
ca. 1903 to 1940, and recognize the early historic significance by calling the resource
the Stout‐MacDonald House. This recommendation was accepted by the Ormond
Beach City Commission on February 21, 2017.
Submit this report to the State of Florida, Division of Historical Resources, for a
courtesy review, and to support the National Park Service submission for individual
listing on the National Register of Historic Places.
Establish final uses for the building. This report recommends a mixed use occupancy
consisting of the Museum of Ormond Beach History on the ground floor and two
residential apartments on the upper floors.
Relocate the tennis pro shop and reconfigure the tennis court fencing to allow the
central park to have unimpeded public access at its north and south ends. Locating
the tennis pro shop at its south end will encourage use of the south parking lot for
tennis players, which will free up the north lot for museum use and commercial use
of shops along Granada.
Establish an action plan and schedule for rehabilitation of the Stout‐MacDonald
House.
Begin the application process for grant funding. Applications should be made to the
State of Florida, DHR, for a Special Category Grant and to Volusia County for an Echo
Grant. Other grant sources should be identified as appropriate.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS:
This report is the result of hundreds of hours work by a number of people. I would like to
acknowledge with thanks and appreciation the advice and assistance provided by the many
individuals and agencies involved in developing this historic structure report for the historic
Stout‐MacDonald House.
This report would not have been possible without the support of the Ormond Beach City
Commission and the dedication of City Staff. We gratefully acknowledge their efforts.
Bill Partington, Mayor
Dwight Selby, City Commissioner, Zone 1
Troy Kent, City Commissioner, Zone 2
Rick Boehm, City Commissioner, Zone 3
Rob Littleton, City Commissioner, Zone 4
Joyce Shanahan, City Manager
A number of city personnel where involved in this effort, providing guidance, reviews and
advice. We acknowledge the following participants.
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Ric Gross, AICP, Director of Planning
Robert Carolin, Director of Leisure Services
John Noble, City Engineer
Tom Griffith, Chief Building Official
One individual in particular stands out as being integral to the success of this report. I want to
gratefully acknowledge the efforts of Senior Planner, Laureen Kornel. In addition to her insight
and advice, she was able to coordinate all parties and maintain our progress, which allowed us
to meet a tight schedule between public workshop submittals.
Several members of the community reached out to us with information. One person in
particular stands out for her knowledge and insight on the Stout‐MacDonald House. Suzanne
Heddy provided a wealth of knowledge and numerous documents. The reports, letters, and
videos laid the groundwork for our research into the history of the Stout‐MacDonald House.
We gratefully acknowledge her participation.
I have been fortunate to have been able to work with some very talented people over the last
40 years. Without a doubt, the successes that we have had are due to a true team effort. I
gratefully acknowledge the efforts and exceptional talents of the core members of our team:
James J. Miller, Ph.D., RPA, and Jonathan G. Lammers. Jim and Jonathan provided the excellent
history on the Stout‐MacDonald House and the context of Ormond Beach.
Mark Keister, P.E., Atlantic engineering Services. Mark is a very talented structural engineer
with a rare understanding of the historic structural methods that apply to the diverse projects
that we work on.
And finally, I want to acknowledge the staff at Bender & Associates Architects that participated
in this effort: Daina Katubi and Tamara Alvarez provided administrative support to coordinate
and assemble this document, and David Salay, R.A., an exceptionally talented preservation
architect and partner in the firm, who is passionate about historic preservation.

Bert Bender, Architect
February 2017
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SECRETARY OF INTERIORS STANDARDS FOR
HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROJECTS:
General Standards for Historic Preservation Projects
The following general standards apply to all treatments undertaken on historic properties listed in the National
Register.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
6.

7.

8.

Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a property that
requires minimal alteration of the building structure, or site and its environment, or to use
a property for its originally intended purpose.
The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its
environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or alteration of any historic material or
distinctive architectural features should be avoided when possible.
All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their own time.
Alterations which have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance
shall be discouraged.
Changes which have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and
development of a building, structure, or site and its environment. These changes may have
acquired significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and
respected.
Distinctive architectural features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a
building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.
Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced wherever
possible. In the event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material
being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Repair or
replacement of missing architectural features should be based on accurate duplications of
features, substantiated by historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural
designs or the availability of different architectural elements from other buildings or
structures.
The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means possible.
Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage the historic building materials
shall not be undertaken.
Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archeological resources
affected by, or adjacent to, any acquisition, stabilization, preservation, rehabilitation,
restoration, or reconstruction project.

Specific Standards for Historic Preservation Projects
The following specific standards for each treatment are to be used in conjunction with the eight
general standards and, in each case, begin with number 9. For example, in evaluating acquisition
projects, include the eight general standards plus the four specific standards listed under
Standards for Acquisition. The specific standards differ from those published for use in Historic
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Preservation Fund grant‐in‐aid projects (36 CFR Part 68) in that they discuss more fully the
treatment of archeological properties.
STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION

9.

Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be
discouraged when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant historic,
architectural, or cultural material and such design is compatible with the size, scale, color,
material, and character of the property, neighborhood, or environment.
10. Whenever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be done in such a
manner that if such additions or alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential
form and integrity of the structure would be unimpaired.
STANDARDS FOR RESTORATION

11. Every reasonable effort shall be made to use a property for its originally intended purpose
or to provide a compatible use that will require minimum alteration to the property and its
environment.
12. Reinforcement required for structural stability or the installation of protective or code
required mechanical systems shall be concealed wherever possible so as not to intrude or
detract from the property’s aesthetic and historical qualities, except where concealment
would result in the alteration or destruction of historically significant materials or spaces.
13. Restoration work such as the demolition of non‐contributing additions that will result in
ground or structural disturbance shall be preceded by sufficient archeological investigation
to determine whether significant subsurface or structural features or artifacts will be
affected. Recovery, curation and documentation of archaeological features and specimens
shall be undertaken in accordance with appropriate professional methods and techniques.
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2 HISTORIC OVERVIEW

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE
STOUT-MACDONALD HOUSE
38 EAST GRANADA AVENUE
ORMOND BEACH, FLORIDA

PREPARED UNDER CONTRACT BY:
JONATHAN G. LAMMERS & JAMES J. MILLER, PH.D., RPA
OF

JAMES J. MILLER PHD LLC
TALLAHASSEE, FL
jim@jimmiller.com
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Introduction
The Stout-MacDonald House at 38 E. Granada Avenue in Ormond Beach was constructed in 1903 for
Margaret A. Stout, a native of Scotland. At the turn of the century, Ms. Stout managed the news and curio
department at the Ormond Hotel, and was a friend of both John Anderson and Joseph D. Price, the hotel’s
co-founders and managers. Stout appears to have primarily used her property as a seasonal residence and
investment. At various times, Stout operated the building as a boarding house, at others a portion of the first
floor was used as a notions shop, a gift shop, and a library.
Stout remained sole owner of the building until her death in 1933. The property then passed to her siblings,
Emma and John Stout, who in turn sold it to Elizabeth and William MacDonald, owner of the adjacent Billy’s
Tap Room. The MacDonalds owned the property until 1964, after it which it passed through a variety of owners
before being purchased by the City of Ormond Beach. The building has been formally known as the
MacDonald house for its association with the MacDonald family. However, given that Margaret Stout
commissioned its construction and owned it for a longer period than the MacDonalds, it is referred to in this
report as the Stout-MacDonald House.

Former
Location of
the Ormond
Hotel

John D. Rockefeller House
“The Casements”

Aerial view looking east along East Granada Boulevard in Ormond Beach.
(Google maps image annotated by the authors)
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The building was constructed by Sumner H. Gove, a prolific Daytona architect, builder and developer. Among
his many works, Gove built the original Clarendon Hotel in Daytona, as well as an addition to the Ormond
Hotel, the Ormond Yacht Club building, and the first Port Orange and Seabreeze bridges across the Halifax
River. Several of his buildings have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places.
The Stout-MacDonald House was purchased by the City of Ormond Beach in 1979. For many years, portions
of the building were used as the shop for the Ormond Beach Tennis Center. More recently, the portions of the
ground floor have been used as a welcome center and office of the Ormond Beach Historical Society. The
upper floors have been largely vacant for years and are currently in poor repair.
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Chronology
1845

The land which is today the peninsula side of Ormond Beach is platted by the U.S. General
Land Office.

1868

John A. Bostrom and his brother Charles Bostrom homestead land for orange groves in what
is today Ormond Beach. The land runs from the east bank of the Halifax River to the Atlantic
Ocean and is almost entirely located south of what is today East Granada Boulevard. Both
brothers subsequently build residences on their property.

1873-75

A group of men employed by the Corbin Lock Company of New Britain, Connecticut come
to Ormond with their families to plant orange groves. They purchase a grant made to Henry
Yonge on the west banks of the Halifax River and name their village New Britain. One of the
settlers in New Britain is a relative of John Anderson.

1876

At the invitation of his cousin, John Anderson travels from Maine to Ormond to explore
orange growing. Anderson homesteads “Santa Lucia” plantation north of Charles Bostrom’s
property. One of his neighbors to the north is Joseph D. Price from Kentucky.

1877

John Bostrom receives a government patent deed for 94 acres (Lot 4).

1880

Ormond is incorporated.

1882

John Anderson receives a government patent deed for 92 acres (Lot 2).

1883

Charles Bostrom receives a government patent deed for 94 acres (Lot 3) located north of John
Bostrom’s property and south of John Anderson’s property. A portion of this land will later
be the site of the Stout-MacDonald House.

1886

Investor Stephen Van Cullen White finances the completion of the narrow-gauge St. Johns
and Halifax Railroad from Palatka to the banks of the Halifax River and to Daytona. Around
the same time, John Anderson and Joseph D. Price approach White for financing to build a
new hotel on the peninsula on 12 acres of land donated by John Anderson and Charles
Bostrom. Construction begins on the Ormond Hotel.

1887

Stephen Van Cullen White finances construction of the first bridge across the Halifax River
at Ormond.

1888

The Ormond Hotel, constructed primarily of cypress, opens with 75 rooms.

1889

Justin L. Worthy of Massachusetts and George M. Hubbard of New York, plat the Worthy &
Hubbard Addition to the Town of Ormond on land that had been sold by Charles Bostrom.
The subdivision was located immediately south of what is today Granada Boulevard between
the Halifax River on the west and Vining Court on the east.
The Coquina Hotel is constructed on the beach just south of Granada Boulevard. John
Bostrom serves as the proprietor.

1890

Standard Oil Company magnate Henry Flagler purchases Stephen White’s interest in the
railroad and Ormond Hotel. Flagler expands the hotel from 75 to 150 rooms and retains
Anderson and Price as managers.
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1899

Flagler completes an expansion of the Ormond Hotel from 150 to 300 rooms.

1900

Margaret Stout is employed as the manager of the news and curio department at the Ormond
Hotel.

1903

Justin and Mary L. Worthy sell a portion of Lot 20 in the Worthy & Hubbard subdivision to
Margaret Alison Stout. Stout then hires the Daytona architect and builder, Sumner H. Gove,
to construct the residence at 38 East Granada Boulevard, now called the Stout-MacDonald
House.
John Bostrom completes a remodel of his house, “Bosarve.” The design is very similar to that
of the Stout-MacDonald House.
John Anderson and J. D. Price purchase the Coquina Hotel.

1904

Flagler constructs the Ormond Garage on the Ormond Hotel property to accommodate race
cars. American and world automobile speed records are set on the beach at Ormond.

1905

Flagler completes the last expansion to the Ormond Hotel, adding three new wings and a total
capacity of 600 rooms. He also builds a second bridge across the Halifax River to
accommodate a railroad spur.

1907-1908

The Ormond Hotel golf course was constructed.

1909

Margaret Stout’s residence (The Stout-MacDonald House) is advertised as a boarding house
called “The Wayside Lodge.”

1911

John Anderson and Joseph Price, co-founders and managers of the Ormond Hotel, die within
months of each other. Anderson bequeaths $200 to Margaret Stout in his will.

1913

Henry Flagler dies in Palm Beach, Florida.

1914

John D. Rockefeller visits Ormond and stays in what became known as the “Rockefeller wing”
of the Ormond Hotel. He will stay at the Ormond Hotel during the winters of 1915, 1916 and
1917 as well.
Margaret Stout spends the winter season in Ormond staying at the home of Mrs. Joseph Price.
She will also stay with Mrs. Price the following year.

1918

Rockefeller purchases “The Casements,” a home across from the Ormond Hotel which had
been built by Reverend Harwood Huntington in 1910. Rockefeller used the house as a winter
residence until his death at the property in 1937.

1922

City directories show Margaret Stout operating a gift shop at the property. By 1924, Stout
added a library to the gift shop.
William (Billy) Macdonald, a lounge manager in New York, is recruited to operate a tea room
at Ormond adjacent to the Ormond Hotel.

1926

Macdonald purchases a combination drugstore/dwelling at 58 Granada Boulevard to open a
tea room and gift shop. Macdonald’s family initially lives in the building, but later move into
what is now called the Stout-MacDonald House at 38 East Granada Boulevard

1932

City directories show Margaret A. Stout continuing to use the house as a gift shop and library
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1933

Margaret A. Stout dies in West Bathurst, Gloucester, New Brunswick, Canada. The property
passes to her siblings, John and Emma Stout.

1937

The Ormond Beach Fire House on East Granada Boulevard is completed using funds from
the Works Projects Administration (WPA).

1939

The Rockefeller family sells the The Casements. It is subsequently used as a girls preparatory
school, and later as a home for the elderly.

1941

The siblings of Margaret Stout sell her former residence to William A. and Elizabeth
MacDonald for $3,000.

1944

William A. MacDonald dies, and ownership of the house passes to Elizabeth. Around this
time the MacDonald family removes the front porch of the Stout-MacDonald House.

1946

The Ormond Memorial Art Museum and Gardens is founded by Ormond Beach residents.

1949

The Ormond Hotel is sold by the Florida East Coast Railroad to Robert Woodward.

1950

The City of Ormond changes its name to Ormond Beach.

ca. 1950

The Stout-MacDonald House is leased for use as a dormitory to Maud von Woy, who operated
the Junior College for Young Women in The Casements. Von Woy increases the number of
bedrooms at the property.

1953

The wooden Halifax River bridge at Ormond is replaced by a causeway and concrete
drawbridge known as the Rockefeller Memorial Bridge.

1964

Elizabeth MacDonald sells the Stout-MacDonald House to the Ormond Hotel Casements,
Inc.

1967

“Bosarvey,” the home of John Bostrom, is demolished.

1969

The MacDonald House is sold by Ormond Hotel Casements, Inc. to the Ormond Hotel
Corporation.

1970

A portion of the Ormond Hotel across the street from the Stout-MacDonald house is torn
down for the widening of Granada Boulevard.

1972

The Stout-MacDonald House is sold by the Ormond Hotel Corporation to attorneys Thomas
J. Wetherell and Thomas T. Cobb.

1973

The Casements is purchased by the City of Ormond Beach.

1976

The Ormond Garage is destroyed by fire.

1979

The City of Ormond Beach purchases the Stout-MacDonald House for $360,000

1983

The 1950s drawbridge across the Halifax River is replaced by the present high-rise span.

1986

The Stout-MacDonald House is included in a 1986 inventory of historic buildings compiled
for the City of Ormond Beach. As part of the survey, a Florida Master Site File form was
prepared by Historic Property Associates of St. Augustine.

1992

The Ormond Hotel is demolished.
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1993

The Historic Landmark Preservation Board issues a memo notifying the Mayor that the
Preservation Board voted to deny a certificate of appropriateness for the demolition of the
City-owned Stout-MacDonald House

1994

The City of Ormond Beach submits a Special Category Grant application to Florida Division
of Historical Resources in the amount of $62,500 for restoration and renovation of the StoutMacDonald House.

1995-03-23

The Florida Division of Historical Resources notifies the City of Ormond Beach that historic
preservation Special Category Grant application was not ranked highly enough to be funded
but invited the city to revise the application and reapply.

1995-05-04

The Ormond Beach City Commission directs staff to proceed with the demolition process for
the Stout-MacDonald House.

1995-05-30

The City of Ormond Beach submits a revised Special Category Grant application to Florida
Division of Historical Resources in the amount of $65,000 to help restore the StoutMacDonald House. It specifies the removal of a modern addition, replacing a covered porch,
removing recent interior partitions, adding new interior partitions, constructing new restrooms
and central hall with HVAC, removing second floor fabric, constructing door to control access
to third floor, and adding HVAC equipment to third floor. The building was also to be tented
and fumigated, the shingles, sheathing and windows replaced, and the exterior repainted.

1997-06-26

The Ormond Beach City Manager recommends selection of Saboungi Construction to carry
out improvements to Stout-MacDonald House consistent with Historic Preservation Grant
award agreement. Construction was specified to begin on or about August 1, 1997.

1997-12-11

The Ormond Beach City Manager requests the City Commission approve increased costs for
the Stout-MacDonald House renovation project from $119,800 to $140,702 to cover
additional costs for unforeseen items.

1998-07-02

The Ormond City Manager requests that the Mayor and Commissioners place four properties
on the City’s Historic Landmarks List, including the Stout-MacDonald House.

2006-09-19

City of Ormond Beach Leisure Services Director replies to Ron Defilippo regarding his
proposal to move the Stout-MacDonald House and develop the property as a restaurant,
explaining that the proposed plan would not be in the City’s best interest.

2007-02-14

City Manager presents Mayor and Commissioners background, discussion and options for
future of Stout-MacDonald House, with staff recommendation for the Commission to
consider repairs during the upcoming budget process in conjunction with plans for future use.

2007-12-18

Letter report by Charles R. Adams & Associates, Inc., Structural Engineers, noting distressed
foundation elements and water damage around 2nd and 3rd floor windows, and listing
recommended repairs in chronological order. Includes three sheets of drawings.

2009-11-01

The Historic Landmark Preservation Board issues a staff report on the Stout-MacDonald
House.

2009-11-16

The Stout-MacDonald House is discussed during a meeting of the Historic Landmark
Preservation Board. Topics included ongoing deterioration and summary of uses and
advantages of maintaining the building. Cost estimates for demolition, relocating and repairing
the building were all around $230,000. The Board unanimously approved a recommendation
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that the City Commission direct staff to explore use of CRA funds for renovation and/or
grant funding, and that the Board supports the operation of the Historical Society at the
location.
2011-02-11

Roof replacement. GAF dimensional shingles in Sienna Sunset used as a close match to
existing shingles

2011-07-05

City Commission agenda item for discussion of the Stout-MacDonald House with
recommendation to consider repairs in conjunction with plans for future use of the building.

2011-09-02

The Historic Landmark Preservation Board issues a staff report on the Stout-MacDonald
House. It includes a staff summary of decisions regarding opinion of significance, maintenance
and renovation or sale, occupancy of 2nd and 3rd floors and addition of a project to Downtown
Redevelopment to restore and reconstruct the building.

2011-09-26

A Planning Department Memorandum to the City Manager: includes answers to vision
questions and a recommendation to maintain the property under City ownership. The City is
responsible not to neglect the structure since the City has adopted a demolition by neglect
ordinance. The Board recommends appropriate repairs be made to resolve the water intrusion
issue.

2014-03-06

The Chair of the Historic Landmark Preservation Board requests that the status of
deteriorating Stout-MacDonald House be place on board agenda for meeting of March 17,
2014.

2014-11-18

Proposal prepared by Heaster Family Limited Partnership, LP to purchase Stout-MacDonald
House and surrounding property for commercial development as an extension of adjacent
Gaslamp Shoppes.

2014-13-10

The Historic Landmark Preservation Board presents a Long Range Vision for StoutMacDonald House. It states the property has a high level of historical significance and the
Board prefers to maintain the subject property under city ownership. Major repairs and costs
have been identified and reviewed by the City.

2015-05-11

Appraisal of the Stout-MacDonald House and associated properties by Heffington &
Associates for John E. Noble, P.E., City Engineer. The appraised value of Parcel C as of May
11, 2015, consisting of the Stout-MacDonald House and underlying lot measuring
approximately 124 feet along Granada Boulevard with a depth of approximately 100 feet, is
$273,000.

2016

Bender & Associates is engaged to prepare a historic structures report for the StoutMacDonald House.
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Historic Context
The following section presents a brief history of Ormond Beach, as well as a discussion of the construction
and historic use of the Stout-MacDonald House. It includes a profile of the original owner, Margaret A. Stout,
as well as second owners, the MacDonald family. It also includes a biography of the building’s architect, Sumner
H. Gove and discusses other examples of his work.

Early Ormond Beach History
Florida’s northeast coast, with its nearly continuous chain of barrier islands and lagoons, and with the extensive
drainage basin of the St. Johns River to the west, offered a rich and varied environment for Native American
people and cultures. Its proximity to the Gulf Stream, so important to European explorers and early sailing
fleets, meant that French, Spanish and English naval activities focused on the principal inlets and rivers,
including the mouth of the St. Johns River, St. Augustine Inlet and Matanzas Inlet, to the north of Ormond
Beach. The early reliance on ships to transport people and goods, and the absence of interior roads during the
first few centuries of European exploration, meant that early settlements were situated at inlets and ports rather
than along unbroken stretches of sandy coastline.1
During the period of British control of East and West Florida, between 1763 and 1784, large tracts of land were
granted for development of plantations, mostly along the St. Johns River and the coastal lagoons. Such grants
were typically issued to aristocrats, well-connected and experienced in land ownership.2 In 1764, Richard
Oswald received a grant for 20,000 acres along the west side of the Halifax and Tomoka Rivers. Grants
continued into the Second Spanish Period to 1821, such as those awarded to Captain James Ormond on the
Tomoka. Most plantations of northeast Florida met their end during the Native resistance known as the Second
Seminole War. Settlers fled to the safety of the Castillo in St. Augustine and many plantations were burned to
the ground throughout northeast Florida.3
Following almost three centuries of tenuous and shifting control by France, Spain and Britain, Florida became
a U.S. territory in 1821, and began the tasks necessary to encourage private ownership and settlement. The first
land survey of the Ormond Beach area was completed in 1845, the year Florida was admitted to the union as a
state. This survey was the first step toward land subdivision and transfer to private owners. In 1868, John A.
Bostrom and his brother, Charles Bostrom, homesteaded land in what would become Ormond Beach. Their
lands stretched from the Halifax River to the Atlantic Ocean. John’s patent deed for 94 acres comprised Lot 4,
issued in 1877, and Charles received a patent deed for the contiguous Lot 3 to the north in 1883.4 Both brothers
constructed homes along what is today Riverside Drive facing the Halifax River, and John Bostrom’s home,
“Bosarvey,” welcomed guests and travelers for decades.

1

James J. Miller, An Environmental History of Northeast Florida, (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 1998).
Charles L. Mowat, East Florida As A British Province, (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 1964 facsimile
reproduction of 1934 edition).
3
Jane G. Landers, Colonial Plantations and Economy in Florida, (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2000).
2

U.S. Bureau of Land Management. accessed 1/22/2017 General Land Office Records
https://glorecords.blm.gov/search/
4
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The first residence of John Bostrom, constructed circa 1870. A second residence was constructed
in 1874 and remodeled in 1903. (Collections of the Ormond Beach Historical Society)

Across the Halifax River, on its west bank, land was being acquired during the same period for what would
soon become the City of Ormond. In the early 1870s a group of men employed by the Corbin Lock Company
of New Britain, Connecticut arrive in the area hoping to form a retirement community and grow citrus. They
purchased the grant issued to Henry Yonge and named their village New Britain. Samuel Dow, a resident of
New Britain, wrote to his cousin, John Anderson, about opportunities in Florida.5 Anderson arrived in Ormond
in 1876 and soon took up orange growing amidst the sandy pine forest of the beach side of Ormond.
Anderson homesteaded 92 acres of land surveyed as Lot 2, which he named “Santa Lucia” plantation. The tract
was located immediately north of Charles Bostrom’s property, and a patent deed was issued to Anderson in
1882. With this acquisition, the three principle properties were in place that would form the foundation for the
growth of early Ormond Beach as an appealing resort community. In particular, a small portion of the land
owned by Charles Bostrom and a larger portion of the Santa Lucia land owned by John Anderson would serve
as the future site of the Ormond Hotel (see map following page). Note that although the government survey
boundaries ran due east-west, the emerging street grid and subdivision boundaries of the beach side of Ormond
were oriented to the original street grid of the New Britain settlement.

5

Ronald L. Howell, John Anderson His Life and Times in Ormond, Florida, (Daytona Beach: Halifax Country Publisher,
2011), vi.
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GIS overlay of the 1845 Township Survey of Section 14, showing land grants in Ormond Beach.
The future location of the Stout‐MacDonald House is outlined in red.
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“Chaco Chulee,” a guest cabin constructed by John Anderson on his Santa Lucia plantation. Today this location is
along Orchard Lane. (originally published by the Detroit Publishing Company, accessed via shorpy.com)

Construction of the Ormond Hotel
In the 1880s the Florida peninsula was being opened for visitors and new residents by construction of railroad
lines, especially along the East Coast. The railroads were the centerpiece of a development pattern that involved
grants of state-owned lands, often one square mile of land for each mile of track that was built. Another piece
of this pattern was the construction of hotels along the rail routes to host visitors, who in turn could be
converted into potential buyers for subdivided lots.
In 1886, New York investor Stephen Van Cullen White financed the completion of the narrow-gauge St. Johns
and Halifax Railroad from Palatka, on the St. Johns River, to the Ormond area and on to Daytona. During this
same period, John Anderson and his Ormond neighbor, Joseph D. Price, approached White for financing to
build a new hotel on the peninsula on 12 acres of land, which would be donated by John Anderson and Charles
Bostrom.
Anderson was by then familiar with the possibilities of railroad-based tourism. A native of Portland, Maine, his
father and uncle had been instrumental in constructing the Portland & Ogdenburg Railroad through the White
Mountains of New Hampshire. Although Anderson spent his winters in Ormond, he spent many of his
summers during this period helping to build out the railroad line, which helped usher in a tourism boom in the
White Mountains. One of the early resorts was the Mount Pleasant House, near Crawford Notch, which was
subsequently managed by Anderson and Price.
The two men successfully convinced Stephen Van Cullen White to finance the development of a hotel at
Ormond, and construction began in 1886. The following year, White constructed the first bridge across the
Halifax River connecting the mainland side of Ormond to Ormond Beach. The Ormond Hotel was situated
on the peninsula immediately north of the bridge, and opened in 1888 with 75 rooms. Anderson and Price
served as the managers during the hotel’s winter season.
Stout‐MacDonald House – City of Ormond Beach
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Hotel Ormond under construction, ca. 1887. The bridge over the Halifax River at left is today
the approximate route of Granada Boulevard. (Pinterest posted photo)

1896 image of the Ormond Hotel (Florida Memory)
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Florida’s early network of railroads comprised many independent local lines of different gauges. Without
standardized rail widths, interconnections were difficult, if not impossible, and St. Augustine was the final
destination for many travelers. It took the vision of Henry M. Flagler, partner of John D. Rockefeller in Standard
Oil, to recognize the potential for Florida development all the way down the east coast and eventually to Key
West. Flagler first visited St. Augustine in 1883, and within two years returned to create the Florida East Coast
Railway empire by buying, standardizing and connecting small railroads and building fine hotels along the coast
to attract a wealthy northern clientele. In the Volusia County region, Flagler bought out White’s interest in the
railroad as well as the Ormond Hotel, which he expanded in several different phases.
The surrounding property along Granada Boulevard was greatly enhanced by its proximity to the new,
fashionable hotel as well as its beach access. A portion of Charles Bostrom’s land had been sold to Justin L.
Worthy of Massachusetts and George M. Hubbard of New York, who in 1889 platted the Worthy and Hubbard
Addition to the Town of Ormond.6 Occupying four blocks across from the Ormond Hotel, the subdivision
contained 40 lots measuring 150 feet by 100 feet. It included all of the property south of what is today Granada
Boulevard from the Halifax River on the west to Vining Court on the east. The line of what is today Casements
Drive formed the southern boundary.
The building today known as the Stout-MacDonald House would be constructed on one of the lots in the
Worthy and Hubbard subdivision. The location and configuration of the subdivision is shown on the map
below. The property on which the Stout-MacDonald House would be built is outlined in red on the map.

6

Plat of Worth & Hubbards Addition, Map Book 1, Page 121, Official Records of Volusia County.
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1889 Plat of Worthy & Hubbard’s subdivision with the Stout‐MacDonald House outlined in red.
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Construction of the Stout-MacDonald House
In March 1903, Justin and Mary L. Worthy sold 50 feet of the west 100 feet of Lot 20 to Margaret Alison Stout.7
That same year, Stout contracted with the prominent Daytona builder and architect, Sumner H. Gove, to build
a residence on the property. According to a brief notice about the contract which appeared in the Daytona
Gazette-News, Stout was then a resident of Brooklyn, New York. A subsequent notice in the newspaper states
that the house was “now in course of construction” by June, 1903, and that the G. P. Ballough Company had
been contracted to install the plumbing.8 Within a few years, Stout would also purchase the remaining 50 feet
of the west 100 feet of Lot 20.9

Newspaper listing showing Margaret A. Stout contracting with the architect Sumner H. Gove
to construct the subject property (Daytona Gazette‐News, May 9, 1903, p.5)

(Daytona Gazette‐News, June 6, 1903)

Based on a variety of sources, the present exterior configuration of the house appears largely original. A circa
1905 photograph shows the corner tower, as the well as trussed gable end on the west façade. The entry porch
and columns are also visible. Other photos and maps show a chimney projecting from the rear (south) side of
the rear gable, and that the house was surrounded by lush gardens. The original fenestration included six-over-

7

Donald C. Gaby, “The MacDonald House of Ormond Beach,” Halifax Historical Society Halifax Herald, Vol. 19, No.
1, Summer 2001, 2.
8
Daytona Gazette‐News, June 6. 1903.
9
Donald C. Gaby, “The MacDonald House of Ormond Beach,” Halifax Historical Society Halifax Herald, Vol. 19, No.
1, Summer 2001, 2.
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one and eight-over-one wood windows on the second and third floors, and double-hung wood windows on
the first floor featuring distinctive “diamond light” division in the upper sash.
On the interior, a 1930s inventory states that it included a shop, dining room, kitchen, bedroom and closet on
the first floor; three bedrooms and a sitting room on the second floor; and two attic bedrooms. The latter may
have been reserved for the use of servants/housekeeping staff.

Macdonald
House

Circa 1905 view east on Granada Boulevard at the landing of the Halifax River Bridge.
The Ormond Hotel is at left and Stout‐MacDonald House at right. (Library of Congress)

Stout‐Macdonald House

Detail from image above showing the Stout‐MacDonald House. Beyond is the gable roof for today’s Billy’s Tap Room
and the bell tower of St. James Church. (Library of Congress, annotated by authors).
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Ormond Pharmacy
(future Billy’s Tap Room)

St. James Church

Stout‐Macdonald House

Circa 1920 aerial view looking northeast in the vicinity of the Stout‐MacDonald House.
(Courtesy the Ormond Beach Historical Society, annotated by the authors)

Other details about the house are shown on a circa 1920 aerial view, as well as a Sanborn Company map from
1921. The Sanborn map shows the house with a two-story square central massing, and three-story corner tower.
The rear of the house is depicted with three one-story bays, as well as a small covered porch. A one-story bay
window is also shown on the west façade. The basement level is not shown, but is likely original to the house.
The Sanborn map likewise shows portions of what is today the two-story wing of Billy’s Tap Room, which
originally housed the Ormond Pharmacy operated by Macon Thornton on the ground floor, with the
Thornton’s residence above. To the west of the Stout-MacDonald House is John D. Rockefeller’s home “The
Casements,” originally built in 1910 for Reverend Harwood Huntington.
Also shown on the Sanborn map is St. James Episcopal Church, which had been organized in 1890. Originally
it stood at the southeast corner of Granada Boulevard and Halifax Avenue on a lot which had been donated
by James Worthy. In 1921, however, the church was moved a short distance south along Halifax Avenue. The
old lot was subsequently used for an expansion of Billy’s Tap Room. In 1961, the small original church was
incorporated into the chapel of a new building.10

10

Alice Strickland, Ormond‐on‐the‐Halifax A Centennial History of Ormond Beach, Florida, (Holly Hill, Florida: Southeast
Printing and Publishing Company, 1980), 105‐106.
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Macdonald House

1921 Sanborn Company map showing the Stout‐MacDonald House and other nearby buildings. Note that St. James
Episcopal Church has been moved to a new lot. Its old location is occupied by a small post office building.

Architectural Influences
The design of the Stout-MacDonald House incorporates many hallmarks of the Queen Anne style, including
its asymmetrical massing, corner tower, and patterned shinglework. The specific design inspiration, however,
may have been inspired by John Bostrom’s “Bosarvey” residence, which also included a prominent front-facing
gable and a rectangular corner tower with an embattled parapet. According to Ormond historian, Alice
Strickland, Bostrom completed an expansive remodel of his residence in 1903—the same year the Margaret
Stout contracted construction of her new residence.11
Another interesting facet of its design are the diamond-light wood windows originally used on the first floor of
the building. This window device used for the coat room in the lobby of the Ormond Hotel, and is present on
several buildings located along the east side of Granada Boulevard in close proximity to the Stout-MacDonald
House. The oldest is the two-story wing of today’s Billy’s Tap Room, which was built circa 1898. The windows
of the upper floor of this building features diamond-light fenestration in the upper sashes, while similar lights
are used for the storefront transom. This same diamond-light fenestration is present at The Casements, as well
as a building at the Ormond Memorial Art Museum and Gardens at 78 East Granada Boulevard. The latter
building was constructed no later than 1921, when it appears on the Sanborn map as a commercial building

11

Alice Strickland, Ormond‐on‐the‐Halifax A Centennial History of Ormond Beach, Florida, (Holly Hill, Florida: Southeast
Printing and Publishing Company, 1980), 64.
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divided into three storefronts. The manufacturer of these windows is not presently known, but it is likely they
were the work of a local or regional window manufacturer.

1903 view of John Bostrom’s residence, “Bosarvey.”
(Postcard view, private collection)

1982 view of the coat room at the south end of the Ormond Hotel lobby. Note the diamond‐light windows.
(Library of Congress)

Stout‐MacDonald House – City of Ormond Beach

2‐21

Other buildings in Ormond featuring diamond‐light windows. Clockwise from top left: Billy’s Tap Room, the Stout‐
MacDonald House ca. 1940, The entry porch at The Casements, and the Ormond Memorial Museum building.
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Margaret A. Stout, Original Owner
The Stout-MacDonald House was constructed in 1903 for Margaret Alison Stout (1856-1933). Margaret—
sometimes referenced as “Marguerite”—was born near Dunrossness, Shetland, Scotland to Margaret Cheyne
and Jeremiah Stout. Census and other records indicate that by 1869 the Stout family had moved to New
Brunswick, Canada, where they lived in Bathurst. Mr. Stout worked as a tailor, and died in 1904.
Margaret Stout first visited Ormond Beach no later than 1900, when an article published in the Indian River
Advocate shows her employed as head of the news and curio department at the Ormond Hotel. She was likely a
seasonal employee, as a newspaper notice from 1903 shows that at the time she commissioned construction of
the Stout-MacDonald House, she was living in Brooklyn, New York. Stout appears to have lived in the house
semi-permanently at times, although newspaper listing make it clear that for many years she only stayed there
during the winter season.

Excerpt from the article ”Among the Hotels,” published in the
Indian River Advocate and East Coast Chronicle, March 23, 1900.

In 1905, a society listing in the New York Tribune mentions an auction at the Ormond grill room attended by
ladies from Boston and “Miss M. A. Stout, of Ormond.”12 In 1914, a passenger list for the Cunard Line S. S.
Pannonia lists Margaret A. Stout as a resident of Ormond. That same year, however, a newspaper listing
mentions Stout’s arrival in Ormond for the winter season, and that she was going to stay at “Hammock Home,”
a large residence which had been built for Joseph D. Price, co-founder of the Ormond Hotel. At the time,
Margaret Stout was the guest of Mrs. Price, who had been widowed three years earlier.13 The two appears to
have been close, as Mrs. Price had driven from Ormond to St. Augustine to pick up Margaret Stout.14 Stout
also appears to have stayed with Price throughout her entire 1914 visit before leaving for the north in May.15

12

New York Tribune, February 21, 1905.
New Smyrna Daily News, January 8, 1915. See also a note announcing her arrival in the New Smyrna Daily News,
January 23, 1914.
14
“Automobile Roads Better in Florida,” New York Herald, February 8, 1914
15
New Smyrna Daily News, May 15, 1914.
13
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“Hammock Home,” built for J. D. Price and today located on the 300 block of John Anderson Drive.
Newspaper listing show Margaret Stout stayed here as the guest of Mrs. Price in 1914 and 1915. (Google Maps)

Stout was also evidently a close friend of John Anderson, who died in 1911 and made a humorous bequest to
her in his will. The note also confirms that Stout was not a full-time resident of Ormond Beach at that time:
To Marguerite A. Stout of Boston, another whose faithful work I can but remember with
gratitude – Two hundred dollars ($200). Not being overly large she can by a little sharp trading
and her usual economy make this pay for one plain dress – gray preferred.”16
It is not clear whether Stout’s house had a commercial function from the beginning. But at least as early as 1909
a directory of business licenses published in the Daytona Gazette-News lists Stout as a merchant.17 That same
year, a hotel directory for Ormond Beach shows M. A. Stout as proprietress of the Wayside Lodge, described
as having “large, airy, well-furnished rooms … with two bath rooms, electric lights and a thoroughly equipped
kitchen. $21.00 a week. Transients not taken.”18

16

Donald C. Gaby, “The MacDonald House of Ormond Beach,” Halifax Historical Society Halifax Herald, Vol. 19, No.
1, Summer 2001, 4.
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18
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Macdonald House

Enlargement of a circa 1910 view east on Granada Boulevard with the Stout‐MacDonald House at right.
(Library of Congress)

From at least 1920 through the early 1930s Stout operated a shop at the property. The 1920 US Census
identifies Stout as the merchant of a notions (sewing supplies) shop. In 1922, city directories refer to her
business as a gift shop. By 1924 she had added a library, and directory listing show the house continued to be
used as a gift shop and library through at least 1932.

1932 Daytona city directory listing showing Marguerite Stout using the house as a gift shop and library.
The letters “h” and “do” at the end of the listing are abbreviations for “house” (or residence) and “ditto.”

Given Stout’s documented seasonal use of the property, it appears likely that the house was at times occupied
by a caretaker or renters. However, the 1920 census listing for Margaret Stout is the only year for which a return
could be located that definitely identifies the property. The census returns from Ormond Beach for the years
1910 and 1930 did not include any addresses for properties along East Granada Boulevard, so research could
not pinpoint the occupants of the property during those years.
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1933 death certificate for Margaret (“Marguerite”) Stout.
(FamilySearch.org)

In 1928 Stout spent portions of each year in Bathurst, New Brunswick, Canada likely to be close to family. She
died there on September 2, 1933 at the age of 77. The cause of death is listed as arteriosclerosis on her death
certificate, which also mentions that she had been a resident of Bathurst for five years. Her estate was was
probated in New Brunswick. As discussed in Donald Gaby’s “The MacDonald House of Ormond Beach,”
written for the Halifax Historical Society in 2001, Stout’s property at Ormond was left to her siblings:
Her Last Will and Testament bequeathed all of her real and personal property in Ormond
Beach to her brother John G. Stout (also named as executor) and to her sister Emma C. Stout,
to be shared equally … An appraisal made at the time showed the house contained a shop,
dining room, kitchen, bedroom and a closet on the first floor, three bedrooms, a sitting room
and a closet on the second floor, plus two attic bedrooms. Probably the attic rooms were for
servants. All rooms appear to have been well furnished. An evaluation of $1,000 was given for
the land and $2,500 for the house and furnishings.19

19
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William and Elizabeth MacDonald, Second Owners
About 1940, Margaret Stout’s family sold the property to William and Elizabeth MacDonald. William (“Billy”)
Alonzo MacDonald was born in Everett, Massachusetts in 1890. Details about his early life are scant, but a
World War I draft registration card prepared in 1917 shows that MacDonald was then working as a bartender
at the Briarcliff Lodge, located near Ossining, New York. The Tudor Revival style lodge was opened in 1902
as one of the largest luxury resorts in the world.
About 1920 MacDonald married Elizabeth Lowry, and city directories and other sources show them living at
35 Upper Croton Avenue in Ossining throughout the 1920s. However, by this time William MacDonald was
already spending part of each year working in a tea room in Ormond Beach. According to William MacDonald’s
son, Frank MacDonald:
William MacDonald first started working in a tea room owned by a Mr. Kennedy. This tea
room called the Hotel Street Tea Room was located behind the Hotel Ormond. He would
work for Mr. Kennedy for six months and then return to his home up north in the city of
Ossining … Around 1922 Mr. Kennedy decided not to continue operation.
William MacDonald then went to work for a Mr. Thornton in the location of the present
Billy’s Tap Room. At that time, it was a drugstore with a gas pump out front. In 1926 Mr.
Thornton expanded the building to the east and moved the drugstore into a newly constructed
building. He then suggested Bill MacDonald buy the old area which he did, naming the
business Billy’s Tap Room.20
“Mr. Kennedy” mentioned by Frank MacDonald may have been Thomas Kennedy, who worked as
superintendent of service at the Ormond Hotel.21 “Mr. Thornton” was Macon Thornton, a prominent
figure in early Ormond history. Mr. Thornton was born in Tennessee and later studied at the University
of Tennessee. In 1891 he moved to Florida and worked for a drugstore in Jacksonville. In 1898, he
moved to Ormond Beach where he opened a drugstore in what is today the two-story portion of Billy’s
Tap Room. The second floor provided living quarters. In addition to owning the Ormond Pharmacy,
Thornton was also a postmaster for Ormond Beach, served two terms as mayor of Ormond, and in
1909 was elected to the Florida Legislature. He also served as president of the Florida State
Pharmaceutical Association and as vice president of the Florida Association of Postmasters.22 During
the early 1900s his wife Catherine served as recording secretary for the Florida Federation of Woman’s
Clubs and as corresponding secretary for the Ormond Village Improvement Association.

20

Pat Sample (As told by Frank Macdonald), “A Little History of the MacDonald House,” Ormond Beach Historical
Trust Newsletter, Spring 1999, 3.
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in Three Volumes, Volume II, (Chicago and New York: Lewis Publishing Company, 1923), 31.
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Tea Rooms

At left: 1921 Sanborn map view showing the Ormond Hotel and buildings along Orchard Lane.
At right: Enlarged image showing two adjacent tea rooms, one of which employed William MacDonald.
Both were located on land formerly belonging to John Anderson and part of a
network of guest cottages adjacent to the Ormond Hotel.

It appears that sometime after William MacDonald purchased the property for Billy’s Tap Room from Macon
Thornton, he remodeled the two buildings already standing on the lot (the two-story Ormond Pharmacy and a
one-story building to the west). To these were added an additional one-story wing to the east along Halifax
Avenue. All the buildings were then unified with Tudor Revival style architectural features, particularly the
decorative half-timbering. Of interest, the final appearance of Billy’s Tap Room appears to have been strongly
influenced by the architecture of Briarcliff Lodge, the luxury resort where William MacDonald had worked
during the 1910s.

At Left: circa 1905 view of the Briarcliff Lodge, where William MacDonald
worked as a bartender before moving to Ormond Beach. (Wikipedia Commons)
At right: a recent view of Billy’s Tap Room. (Google Maps)
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William MacDonald remained strictly a winter resident of Ormond for some time, and Billy’s Tap Room was
likewise operated seasonally through at least 1939. The 1930 US Census shows that MacDonald continued to
maintain the residence he owned in Ossining, and that he identified himself as a merchant dealing in “novelties.”
At that time he shared the house with five children and his mother-in-law. It is not clear when the MacDonald
family moved to Ormond full time, but they initially lived in the residential quarters above Billy’s Tap Room.
However, following the death of Margaret Stout, there was an opportunity to purchase the Stout-MacDonald
House. The deal was brokered by Macon Thornton. As remembered by Frank Macdonald:
Mr. Thornton also had a real estate license that he had to keep active and he acquired the
listing of the Queen Ann style house which was owned by a Mrs. Stout. He asked Bill
MacDonald to place a bid on the property so that his license would be valid. Well it appears
Mr. MacDonald placed a very low bid and a few weeks later to everyone’s surprise Mrs. Stout
accepted the offer. The year was 1939 and the war was beginning and things were slowing
down so therefore a good deal was struck. The MacDonald family moved into this house with
4 bedrooms on the top floor, 4 bedrooms on the 2nd floor and one bedroom on the main
floor.
The house apparently had two cisterns in the backyard. This collected water was then pumped
up to two huge holding tanks next to the bathroom on the third floor, from there the water
was gravity fed to the rest of the house.23
Another source states that the MacDonalds purchased the building for $3,000 in 1941, rather than 1939.
According to Donald Gaby, who also based his work on the recollections of Frank MacDonald:
Frank MacDonald, his [Billy’s] son, lived in the house with his parents until he married in 1956
… Frank MacDonald also remembered that the house then had one bedroom on the first
floor, four on the second floor, and four on the third floor; and that those rooms were quite
large. He took half of one third-floor bedroom to make a photographic darkroom … Frank’s
older brother, Bill MacDonald, remembered a front porch that was beginning to rot and that
good lumber was difficult to obtain after the war. Tired of constantly having to replace the old
wood, they decided to simply remove that porch …
Bill MacDonald [also] remembered that for a few years around 1950, Maud von Woy, who
operated an exclusive school for girls during the winter-months, rented the Stout-MacDonald
House for use as a dormitory and that von Woy increased the number of bedrooms. That
school was the Junior College for Young women located in the adjacent former Rockefeller
residence, “The Casements,” that she purchased in 1941. The school operated for a decade
and perhaps toward the end of that period additional dormitory space was needed. During
those winter months in the period around 1950, the MacDonald family moved to quarters
above the nearby Billy’s Tap Room.24
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Circa 1940 view of the Stout‐MacDonald House.
(Collections of the Ormond Beach Historical Society)

Two circa 1940s views of the Stout‐MacDonald House. At left: Frank Macdonald and his sister Betty
Macdonald. Compared with the older photo of the property, these photos appear to indicate that the
MacDonalds added a railing to the porch and removed a portion of the front steps to install planting beds.
(Collections of the Ormond Beach Historical Society)
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At Left: 1939 newspaper notice discussing the seasonal opening of Billy’s Tap Room.
(Daytona Beach Morning Journal, November 4, 1939). At right: 1943 employment advertisement
for Billy’s Tap Room (Daytona Beach Morning Journal, May 11, 1943).

Subsequent Owners of the Stout-MacDonald House
William MacDonald died in December 1944. His wife Elizabeth continued to own the property until 1964,
when the house was sold to Ormond Hotel Casements, Inc. The property then passed to the Ormond Hotel
Corporation in 1969, and then to attorneys Thomas J. Wetherell and Thomas T. Cobb in 1972. The StoutMacDonald House was finally acquired by the City of Ormond Beach in 1979. For many years the property
was used as an annex to the Ormond Tennis Center.
In May, 1983 the Ormond Beach City Commission directed staff to proceed with the demolition process for
the building. However, the Historic Landmarks Preservation Board voted to oppose the measure. In 1986, the
Stout-MacDonald House was included in an inventory of historic buildings compiled for the City of Ormond
Beach. The site form for the building was prepared by Historic Property Associates of St. Augustine, which
recorded it with the Florida Master Site File number 8VO836. The form states the property is a circa 1885
Queen Anne style commercial building, and describes it as “a fine old building that has good reconstruction
with the exception of the first story windows.”
By the 1990s, the building was badly deteriorating. The Ormond Beach Historical Trust (now Historical Society)
lobbied for preservation of the structure by reaching out to representatives of the Florida Trust for Historic
Preservation and the National Trust for Historic Preservation. On June 15, 1994, the City of Ormond Beach
applied to the Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources for a Special Category Historic
Preservation Grants-In-Aid for the Stout-MacDonald House.
The grant requested several scopes of work, including the removal of a “lean-to addition” at the southwest
corner and replacing it with a covered porch; removal of dropped ceilings and many “recent interior partitions”;
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removal of the restroom, shower elements and dropped ceilings on the second floor; installing HVAC
equipment and ducts on the third floor; re-roofing with asphalt shinges, replacing rotted sheathing, and
removing old windows to be replaced with wood true divided lite sashes or repaired and reglazed. On the first
floor east façade, windows that had been previously removed would “have the openings filled and properly
covered.”25
In 1997-1998, a combination of city and state funding, along with private donations, were used to fund a
partial restoration and rehabilitation of the building.26 This included reconstruction of the original porch, as
well as new windows, painting and other repairs. A summary of more recent actions regarding the building is
included in the chronology at the beginning of this report.

1996 photo of the Stout-MacDonald House showing its exterior appearance prior to a rehabilitation.
(City of Ormond Beach)

25

Troy Allen, Director of Civic & Cultural Resources, “Special Category Historic Preservation Grants‐In‐Aid
MacDonald House, City of Ormond Beach,” 1994.
26
Ormond Beach Historical Society, “The History of the MacDonald House,” Ormond Beach Historical Society
Newsletter, Vol. 18, Issue 2, Summer 2015, 5.
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Circa 1997 photo of the Stout-MacDonald House after restoration and rehabilitation. Note the
reconstruction of the porch and new wood windows on the upper floors which matched the originals.
(Ormond Beach Historical Society)
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Sumner Hale Gove, Architect
The Stout-MacDonald House was designed by the prolific
Daytona Beach architect, builder and contractor, Sumner
Hale Gove (1853-1926). Census records and other
documents indicate Gove was born in Lynn, Massachusetts
as the eighth child of Warren and Laura Gove. During the
early 1880s he worked as a carpenter and builder at Groton,
Connecticut, and in 1882 served as a member of the
Connecticut General Assembly.27 Gove moved to Daytona,
Florida in 1883 hoping the climate would improve the
asthma symptoms suffered by his first wife, Caroline Baker.28
Gove had a major influence on the physical character of early
Daytona. As described in the National Register nomination
for the Delos A. Blodgett House in Daytona, designed by
Gove in 1896:
As an architect, builder, developer and
supplier of materials, Gove was
responsible for much of the development
of the city. He designed and built the
White and Siems residences and provided
the coquina rock for the latter home from
his quarries near the Tomoka River. He
also designed and built a number of
commercial structures, including the
Rexall Building; the Conrad and Anthony
Blocks; the Clarendon, Colonnades and
Ridgewood hotels, and an addition to the
Ormond Hotel; Deland High School, and
the Charles G. Burgoyne House on Beach
Street.29

Photo of Sumner Hale Gove
(from Historic Daytona Beach, by Harold and
Priscilla Cardwell, p. 73.

27

Charles R. Stark, Groton, Conn. 1705‐1905, (Stonington, CT: The Palmer Press, 1922), 100.
Mark Lane, Legendary Locals of Daytona Beach, (Charleston: Arcadia Publishing, 2015), 22.
29
Paul Weaver and Barbara E. Mattick, Historic Sites Specialist, Bureau of Historic Preservation, National Register of
Historic Places Registration Form for the Delos A. Delos Blodgett House, received June 29, 1993, Section 8, Page 6.
28
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Two hotels designed by Sumner H. Gove. At left: the first Clarendon Hotel.
At right, the Colonnades Hotel. (Postcards from private collection).

Two residences designed by S. H. Gove in 1896. At left: The Delos A. Blodgett House (Google Maps).
At right, the massive Charles G. Burgoyne residence on Beach Street in Daytona (Florida Memory).

At left: Daytona Public School circa 1910s (Florida Memory). At right, a circa 1905 “double house” designed by S.
H. Gove for owner L. Adler in Daytona (American Architect and Building News, December 29, 1906, p. xiii).
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As owner of the Port Orange Bridge Company, Gove built the first Port Orange and Seabreeze bridges across
the Halifax River. Other prominent works included the Daytona Public School, the Halifax Yacht Club in
Daytona (where he served as president), and the Ormond Yacht Club building in Ormond Beach, listed on the
National Register in 2005. Given Gove’s prior associations with Charles G. Burgoyne, there is a strong
possibility that he built “Casino Burgoyne,” a civic building completed in 1896 and donated by Mr. Burgoyne
to Daytona as a civic center. In particular, the embattled towers and wood shingle cladding of the Casino recall
his work on both the Clarendon Hotel and the Stout-MacDonald House.

At left: The Casino Burgoyne, built in 1910 (Florida Memory).
At right, early 20th century view of the Prince George Hotel (Private collection).

Yacht clubs by S. H. Gove. At left: the Ormond Yacht Club (City of Ormond Beach).
At right, the Halifax River Yacht Club (Florida Memory).

Stout‐MacDonald House – City of Ormond Beach

2‐36

As described above, Gove designed numerous private residences including the Delos A. Blodgett House at 404
Ridgewood Avenue in Daytona Beach (extant), as well as the Thomas H. White house at 426 South Beach
Street in Daytona, which later served as the YWCA. In 1909, Gove also built a group of California-style
bungalows at for the ketchup maker, T. A. Snider, on the northeast corner of South Street and Ridgewood
Avenue in Daytona. These houses, intended for use as winter cottages, were reputedly designed by the
nationally-prominent Pasadena architects, Charles and Henry Greene.30
Gove’s designs evolved with the popular tastes of the day. Whereas his turn of the century work reflects a mix
of Victorian, Shingle style and Neoclassical influences, his later work is steeped in Mediterranean Revival style
influences. This included the architect’s personal residence at 230 Anita Avenue in Daytona, constructed in
1910, as well as the Charles Nichols House (today the Coquina Inn), built in 1912 at 544 South Palmetto Avenue
in Daytona. Of interest, the architect’s home on Anita Avenue originally included a boat house and private slip
to the east which provided direct access to the Halifax River (neither extant). The house itself, which remains
extant, is located one block south of what is today known as Gove Street. An intersecting street, Ballough Road,
is named for the prominent developer in early Daytona, Charles G. Ballough, with whom Gove collaborated
on construction of the Clarendon Hotel. Both men appear to have been avid boaters, and in 1915 filed a patent
together for the design of a “Submarine Vessel.”

At left: Gove’s personal residence at 230 Anita Avenue in Daytona, built in 1910 (Google Maps).
At right, the Charles Nichols House (today the Coquina Inn), built in 1912 at 544 South Palmetto Avenue

in Daytona Beach (Aswin Suri Real Estate).

By the 1910s, Gove was clearly one of Daytona’s most prominent residents. The 1916 city directory lists Gove
not only as an architect and builder, but also as president of the East Florida Telephone Company and the
manager of three separate bridge companies: the Daytona, Halifax and Peninsula bridge companies. As

30

Seitz & Tresher, “Historic Home of Daytona Beach Attorneys,” Website information accessed January 3, 2017 from:

http://www.seitz‐tresher.com/Historic‐Home‐of‐Daytona‐Beach‐Attorneys‐6‐9582.html. See also “The California
Bungalows,” Daytona Gazette‐News, October 30, 1909.
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mentioned above, Gove co-founded the Halifax River Yacht Club and had served as its president, and also
served as the vice-president of the Florida East Coast Automobile Association.31
Since at least the turn-of-the-century, Gove’s residence and office had been located on the northeast corner of
Ridgewood and Volusia Avenues in Daytona. A Sanborn map of Daytona shows the property included two
large residences, as well as a carpenter’s shop, lumber shop and automobile garage. City directories indicate he
continued to use this location as his office through at least 1920. Sumner H. Gove died on October 27, 1926
in Daytona Beach at the age of 73. He is buried in Pinewood Cemetery in Daytona Beach along with his first
wife and several children.

31

“A Bigger Ormond‐Daytona Clubhouse,” The Automobile, May 7, 1908, 657.
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3

HISTORIC PERIOD OF CONCERN

Designation of a ‘historic period of concern’ establishes a temporal frame of reference for work
on a historic building. The period selected should take into consideration the condition of the
structure, it’s various uses, modifications over time, and reliability of information about the
building at different points in its history. An attempt should also be made to make a suitable fit
between the significance of the building and its future uses.
The Stout‐MacDonald House is a wood frame structure that was constructed in 1903. It is one
of only three Queen Anne buildings that still remain in Ormond Beach. It is distinguished by a
square tower with a castellated parapet, set diagonally at its northeast corner, and Victorian
details. The City recognized its significance when it was designated locally as a Historic
Landmark.
The building was used as a residence for most of its history, and was used for commercial
purposes in the latter half of the twentieth century. When the city purchased the building in
1977, it housed a dentist office. The Ormond Beach Racquet Club moved in shortly after the city
acquisition and still occupies space in the building today, along with the Ormond Beach
Historical Society. The post 1977 commercial uses in the building radically altered the first floor
but in large part, the second and third floors retain their original configurations.
Clearly, the building retained its original residential use, and likely the floor plan configuration
from its original construction in 1903 through The Depression years. The MacDonald’s were a
prominent local family and resided in the house the longest number of years. While their
occupancy of the structure is significant, the building’s architectural style and association with
surrounding historic buildings, such as the Casements, is its greatest strength. Recovering those
details should have a high priority.
There is significant photographic evidence over time to allow an accurate
rehabilitation/exterior restoration. Most of the inappropriate modifications occurred after
World War II. Therefore, a pre‐WWII period is appropriate.
We recommend a Historic Period of Concern from 1903 to 1940.
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4

REHABILITATION AND ADAPTIVE USE POTENTIAL/CODES

In searching for a new use for an historic building, attempts should be made to match the new
use to the spatial arrangements and character of the structure. Ideally, any historic building
would be used for its original purpose.
The Stout‐MacDonald House was designed as a single‐family residence and was used that way
for most of its history. Over time, the demographics and uses surrounding the property
changed. Granada Boulevard is a main artery with commercial use that extend for miles to the
east and west. Granada is an exit from I‐95 and continues over the Halifax River to the Stout‐
MacDonald House and the Atlantic Ocean beyond.
A number of alternatives were considered for this report including; Restoration, Adaptive Use
Rehabilitation, and demolition with new construction.
Restoration:
A true restoration would return a property to its condition, configuration and appearance at a
significant point in time. Typically, this approach is used for properties that will retain their
original use and function, or the property will become a house museum. A good example of this
would be the Casements in Ormond Beach, John D. Rockefeller’s winter mansion. This
particular property is adjacent to the Stout‐MacDonald House and was constructed in 1910 for
the Reverend Harwood Huntington of New Haven, Connecticut. Rockefeller purchased it in
1918. Other reasons for an accurate restoration could include restoration of a residence of a
famous architect for continued use as a residence. This approach has been used for residences
in Sarasota that were designed by Paul Rudolph or other well‐known architects of the Sarasota
school.
The Stout‐MacDonald House does not fall into either of these two categories. The
neighborhood is not desirable for a single‐family residence and the history of the Stout‐
MacDonald House does not lend itself to popularity as a House Museum. Additionally, it is
difficult to run a House Museum as a profitable enterprise.
Demolition:
Typically, demolition of a historic structure is not recommended unless the building is so
dilapidated that there are no other alternatives. The Stout‐MacDonald House does not fall into
this category, and in fact, it is currently occupied by two tenants. It would be difficult to justify
demolition based on condition.
The City has received an offer from Lewis Heaster, who owns the adjacent “Gaslamp Shoppes
on Granada”. Mr. Heaster proposes to purchase and demolish or relocate the Stout‐MacDonald
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House, and replace it with a one‐story addition to the Gaslamp Shoppes Development.
Documents that Mr. Heaster provided to us included: A Cost vs. Revenue Projection; an
Appraisal and Proposed Design.
The Appraisal has a disclaimer:
Please Note: The appraisal assignment, as defined by the client, is to
estimate the market value of the subject property, based on its estimated
“Highest and Best Use”. The subject property consists of a historic building,
public parking and a tennis court. However, based on the appraisal
assignment, historic value, value in use or value to a specific entity are not
to be considered unless they represent the Highest and Best Use. In this case,
the Highest and Best use was determined to be redevelopment of the site,
with no regard to the existing improvements. For the purposes of this
appraisal, the valuation will be based on the extraordinary assumption that
all necessary permits and approvals for demolition of the historic structure
can be obtained.
It should be noted that this appraisal assignment was not made, nor was the appraisal
rendered, on the basis of a requested minimum valuation or specific valuation.
The Cost vs. Revenue Comparison can be discounted as not a valid assessment because it
makes no attempt to consider projected revenue if the city was to keep the property. It projects
annual maintenance and insurance savings of $22,200 and tax income of $4,200 annually. The
offer to purchase is for one of three parcels in the appraisal, Parcel “C” at $273,000 which
would devalue the total of the three parcels, with a cumulative value of $4,242,000.
On January 22, 2017, David Salay and Bert Bender met on site with Lewis Heaster to discuss his
proposal. Issues that were touched on that will require further research and discussion or
clarification include the following:
1. Historic Significance: We have determined that the Stout‐MacDonald House is significant on
many levels. The architect who designed the building was well known in the area. He practiced
primarily in the Daytona Beach area. The tower on the Stout‐MacDonald House is actually one
of his signature elements. Additionally, this is one of only three remaining Victorian homes in
Ormond Beach. The site relationship of the Stout‐MacDonald House with Billy's Tavern and the
Casements is significant. Together, they tell an important story about the development of
Ormond Beach.
2. Structural Condition: Our structural engineers report indicates that the building is in good
condition but suffers from deferred maintenance.
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3. Cost vs. Revenue Comparison:
a. The Heaster analysis only considers tax revenue that will be received by the City. This
shows tax income of about $4,200 per year, about $350 per month, from property and sales tax
revenues. The report estimates a maintenance and insurance savings of $22,200 annually,
which cannot be used as “income” for analysis purposes.
b. In order to assess the cost benefit of this proposal, the City would need to look at
other potential revenue sources from the renovated property in order to make a valid
comparison of public benefit vs. cost to the City. The Stout‐MacDonald house is about 4,650
square. According to Lewis Heaster, rental rates in the area are between $15 and $20 per
square foot annually. Using $15/s.f., the income is $69,750 per year or $5,800 per month. If
we assume that only the first floor is rented commercially, and the upper floors are residential,
income can be projected as follows: commercial space, 1,850 s.f. @ $18/s.f. is $33,300 per year
or $2,800 per month. Assuming that the upper floors represent two apartments at
$900/month each, the residential income is $21,600 per year for a total of $54,900. Using this
lower value and deducting 30% for annual expenses and maintenance yields $38,500 in residual
income.
c. Under the Heaster proposal, the City would bear the cost of demolition or relocation
from the property sale proceeds. The proceeds from the sale might cover the cost of new
foundations and moving the building. That means that the City would still have an un‐
renovated building, which has lost its historic significance because it was relocated, and no
funds from the sale would be available for other uses.
4. Intrinsic Value: Historic properties have an intrinsic value that is difficult to place a dollar
figure on. They add to quality of life and serve as a tourist attraction that helps to drive most
local economies. But more importantly, they represent a legacy that we leave for future
generations.
The redevelopment of all parcels as proposed by Lewis Heaster would result in the loss of a
significant historic resource, a negative impact on the adjacent historic resources, including the
Casements and the loss of a major recreational space and the tennis courts. The Heaster
proposal documents are included in the Appendix.
There is little to support this as a viable option.
Rehabilitation and Adaptive Use:
The Stout‐MacDonald House is a significant historic resource in good condition. It is occupied
by the Ormond Beach Historical Society and the Tennis Pro Shop. The building suffers from
deferred maintenance and is under‐utilized as the second and third floors are not occupied.
Rehabilitation would correct these deficiencies.
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During the public workshop held on January 23, 2017, the community expressed a desire to
develop the Stout‐MacDonald House as “The Museum of Ormond Beach History”. A position
paper supporting this proposal was penned by Diana Simmons, President of OBHS, and is
included in the Appendix.
On February 21, 2017, the City Commission workshop was held. Due to a large public turnout,
the meeting was held in the Commission Chambers. The Commission discussed, and requested
analysis of a new proposal from Lewis Heaster which included the sale of the property to a
private person or entity. That concept might be viable if certain conditions are met.
Sale of the property should not occur until after the City has restored the property. This
approach will best serve the public interest by ensuring that the property is rehabilitated in
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Additionally, public entities and non‐
profit organizations will qualify for grant assistance, whereas a private individual will not. If the
City restores the building using State of Florida Preservation grant funds, the required match is
only 50% of the grant award. A $500,000 grant would require a $250,000 match from the City.
If we assume a $1.5 million dollar scope, then two phases will be required to complete the
work. At that time, the City could advertise for proposals, which would include deed
restrictions that require maintaining the property in its historic configuration in perpetuity. The
State Department of Historical Resources grant has a 10 year covenant. The recommendation
for a deed restriction in perpetuity is intended to protect the public interest, in the event that a
transfer of the property to the private sector occurs.
This approach to a public/private partnership was used recently in Key West. The Monroe
County Land Authority agreed to provide Land Authority funds to a private developer to defray
a portion of the sale price for the Peary Court Housing project, if the property was deed
restricted in perpetuity as work force housing with rents tied to the City of Key West formulas,
which served a public purpose. Such an approach could work with the Stout‐MacDonald House.
There are pros and cons to any action. The following touches on some of those issues.
SALE OF PROPERTY
Pros:
1.
Selling the property eliminates the cost of maintenance.
2.
Selling the property will place it on the tax rolls which will generate some revenue.
Cons:
1.
Selling the property will result in a loss of control over how the property is maintained
and preserved historically.
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2.

Selling the property will likely result in reduced revenue to the City since the tax income
will be less that the income from rents, even if only rent from the second floor
apartments is considered. (See previous analysis.)
The current recommendation for the first floor to be used as the Museum of Ormond
Beach History will provide opportunities for public interaction with the Casements,
Rockefeller Gardens, the Museum of Ormond Beach History at the Stout‐MacDonald
House and the Art Museum and Gardens. Selling the Stout‐MacDonald House will result
in the loss of this opportunity.
Retaining the property will benefit the community as a whole while selling it results in
benefit only to the new owner.

3.

4.

Compatible Adaptive Uses for the Property include the following:
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

Museum on the first floor with residential or office uses on the upper floors.
Office Space to a single tenant. Under this option, an elevator to the upper floors
is recommended, but may be able to be bypassed if certain criteria are met.
Bed & Breakfast Hotel. Under this option, the city would lease the facility for
operation by others. An elevator to the upper floors is recommended, but may
be able to be bypassed if certain criteria are met. Given the adjacent hotel and
restaurant activities, this option has much to recommend it.
Commercial first floor and office space on upper floors. This option could be a
single tenant or multiple tenants. An elevator would be required.
Restaurant, or other commercial use on the first floor with residential uses on
the upper floors. Under this option, an elevator would not be required to service
the upper floor apartments.

The rehabilitation of the Stout‐MacDonald House will require all of the following activities.





A fire sprinkler system,
Complete new electrical systems,
Complete new plumbing and mechanical systems,
Restoration of all plaster surfaces, (note that replacement of plaster with drywall is not
recommended),
 Fire rated separation of mixed uses, (note that the restored plaster, properly detailed,
will accomplish this),
 Replacement of doors and windows with historically appropriate components.
CODE ANALYSIS
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Any rehabilitation effort will require compliance with codes in effect at the time that each
project is undertaken. Applicable codes include the Florida Building Code (FBC) as applicable
for building, mechanical and plumbing; the National Electric Code; the NFPA 101 Life Safety
Code; The Florida Energy Code; the Florida Accessibility Code and the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA). Building codes typically make allowances for historic structures. Florida
in particular, has strong protections in place for historic properties.
The 2014 Edition of the F.B.C. designates Chapter 12 of the Existing Building Code to historic
buildings specifically. The F.B.C. includes strong emphasis on requirements for protection of
historic resources, as follows.
SECTION 1203
STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES FOR
REHABILITATING HISTORIC BUILDINGS
1203.2 Historic preservation goal. The historic preservation goal of this
code shall be to minimize damage to and loss of historic structures,
their unique characteristics and their contents as follows:
1.

Maintain and preserve original space configurations of
historic buildings.

2.

Minimize alteration, destruction or loss of historic fabric or
design.

1203.2 Historic preservation objectives.
1.

Preservation of the original qualities or character of a building,
structure, site or environment shall be encouraged.

2.

Removal or alteration of any historic material or distinctive
architectural features shall be minimized.

3.

Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship
that characterize a building, structure or site shall be treated with
sensitivity.

4.

A compatible use for a property that requires minimal alteration
of the building, structure or site and its environment shall be
encouraged.

5.

New additions or alterations shall be designed and constructed in
such a manner that if such additions or alterations were to be
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
structure would be to the greatest degree possible unimpaired.

6.

Repairs, alterations, restorations, changes of occupancy, additions
and relocations shall be guided by the recommended approaches
in rehabilitation set forth in the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating
Historic Buildings (Appendix B.)
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The importance of preserving historic structures is required through other sections of Chapter
12 of the Existing Building Code. In each reference, historic preservation is on par with life
safety issues. The Code does not waive life safety, but it does recognize the unique
contributions of our historic resources.

SECTION 1205
COMPLIANCE
1205.1 Strict compliance. Historic structures or portions of such structures
that do not strictly comply with this code shall be considered to be in
compliance if it can be shown to the satisfaction of the building code
official that equivalent protection has been provided or that no hazard
will be created or continued through noncompliance.
1205.2 Compliance option. Life safety and property conservation shall be
provided in accordance with one of the following options:
1.

Prescriptive-based provisions of this code.

2.

Compliance alternative-based provisions of this code.

3.

Performance –based provisions of NFPA 914, Code for Fire
Protection of Historic Structures, Chapter 6, along with a
structural evaluation as specified in Section 1401.4.1 of this
code.

1205.3 Conditions specific to Compliance Options 2 and 3.
1.

Architect or engineer required. The evaluation of historic
structures utilizing Compliance Options 2 or 3 shall be
completed by a Florida-registered architect or engineer and
submitted to the building code official for review.

2.

Documentation. Historic buildings that are determined to be
code compliant through the use of Compliance Option 2 or 3
shall have copies of the architect or engineer’s report kept on site
and available for review by the building official.

3.

Change of report assumptions. Any remodeling, modification,
renovation, change of use or change in the established
assumptions of the report shall require a reevaluation and
reapproval by the building code official.

4.

Construction safeguards. Construction safeguards consistent
with Chapter 15 and NFPA 914, Code for Fire Protection of
Historic Structures, shall be maintained during periods of repair,
alteration, change of occupancy, addition and relocation of
historic buildings.

5.

Maintenance. In addition to the requirements of Section 1204,
historic buildings shall be maintained in accordance with
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Chapters 1, 2, 8, 9, 10 and 11 of NFPA 914, Code for Fire
Protection of Historic Structures.
SECTION 1206
INVESTIGATION AND EVALUATION
1206.1 Investigation and evaluation report. An historic building
undergoing alteration or change of occupancy shall be investigated
and evaluated. If it is intended that the building meet the
requirements of this chapter, a written report shall be prepared and
filed with the building official by a Florida-registered architect or
engineer. Such report shall be in accordance with the provisions of
Sections 4.3.1.2 through 4.3.2 of NFPA 914, Code for Fire Protection
of Historic Structures and shall identify each required safety feature
that is in compliance with this chapter and where compliance with this
or other chapters would be damaging to the contributing historic
features. In addition, the report shall describe each feature that is not
in compliance and demonstrate how the intent of the provisions of this
or other chapters are complied with in providing an equivalent level
of safety.

It is significant to note that previous codes provided for acceptance of alternate methods of
compliance at the discretion of the Building Official. Since 2001 and including the present 2014
F.B.C., the code states that the Building Official shall consider alternative methods and further
states that these alternative methods “Shall be guided by the recommended approaches set
forth in the Secretary of Interior Standards…” those standards and guidelines are included in
the 2014 Existing Building Code as Appendix B.
The Florida Accessibility Code also makes allowances for historic preservation, specifically in
Section 202.5 Alterations to Qualified Historic Building and Facilities.
202.5 Alterations to Qualified Historic Buildings and Facilities. Alterations to a qualified historic building or
facility shall comply with 202.3 and 202.4 to the maximum extent feasible.
EXCEPTION: Where the State Historic Preservation Officer or Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
determines that compliance with the requirements for accessible routes, entrances, or toilet facilities would
threaten or destroy the historic significance of the building or facility, the exceptions for alterations to qualified
historic buildings or facilities for that element shall be permitted to apply.
Advisory 202.5 Alterations to Qualified Historic Buildings and Facilities Exception. State Historic
Preservation Officers are State appointed officials who carry out certain responsibilities under the
National Historic Preservation Act. State Historic Preservation Officers consult with Federal and State
agencies, local governments, and private entities on providing access and protecting significant elements
of qualified historic buildings and facilities. There are exceptions for alterations to qualified historic
buildings and facilities for accessible routes (206.2.1, Exception 1 and 206.2.3, Exception 7); entrances
(206.4, Exception 2); and toilet facilities (213.2, Exception 2). When an entity believes that compliance
with the requirements for any of these elements would threaten or destroy the historic significance of
the building or facility, the entity should consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer. If the State
Historic Preservation Officer agrees that compliance with the requirements for a specific element would
threaten or destroy the historic significance of the building or facility, use of the exception is permitted.
Public entities have an additional obligation to achieve program accessibility under the Department of
Justice ADA regulations. See
28 CFR 35.150. These regulations require public entities that operate historic preservation programs to
give priority to methods that provide physical access to individuals with disabilities. If alterations to a
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qualified historic building or facility to achieve program accessibility would threaten or destroy the
historic significance of the building or facility, fundamentally alter the program, or result in undue
financial or administrative burdens, the Department of Justice ADA regulations allow alternative
methods to be used to achieve program accessibility. In the case of historic preservation programs, such
as an historic house museum, alternative methods include using audio-visual materials to depict portions
of the house that cannot otherwise be made accessible. In the case of other qualified historic properties,
such as an historic government office building, alternative methods include relocating programs and
services to accessible locations. The Department of Justice ADA regulations also allow public entities
to use alternative methods when altering qualified historic buildings or facilities in the rare situations
where the State Historic Preservation Officer determines that it is not feasible to provide physical
access using the exceptions permitted in Section 202.5 without threatening or destroying the historic
significance of the building or facility. See 28 CFR
35.151(d).
The AccessAbility Office at the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) provides a variety of resources
for museum operators and historic properties including: the Design for Accessibility Guide and the
Disability Symbols. Contact NEA about these and other resources at 202-682-5532 or www.arts.gov.

Nothing in any of these codes specifically exempts historic buildings from compliance with code
requirements, nor do we advocate avoiding code compliance. However, all of these codes
recognize the importance and significance of historic structures. Each references and requires
compliance with the Secretary of Interiors Standards and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings. Of the utmost importance are life safety issues. Specific code issues that should be
addressed include the following:
Several mixed use occupancy classifications are possible which will require fire rated
separations. Chapter 3, Use and Occupancy classification in the 2014 Edition of the Florida
Building Code – Building, addresses this issue, with detailed requirements in Chapter 4. The
most likely occupancy classifications are as follows:
Assembly, Group A‐3 applies to art galleries, community halls, museums and similar spaces.
However, there are allowances for small spaces to be classified as Business Group B, which
accommodates professional office space, civic administration and similar spaces. Restaurants,
taverns and bars, or similar uses are classified as Assembly Group A‐2.
SECTION 303
ASSEMBLY GROUP A
303.1 Assembly Group A. Assembly Group A occupancy
includes, among others, the use of a building or structure, or a
portion thereof, for the gathering of persons for purposes such as
civic, social or religious functions; recreation, food or drink
consumption or awaiting transportation.
303.1.1Small buildings and tenant spaces. A building or
tenant space used for assembly purposes with an occupant load
of less than 50 persons shall be classified as a Group B
occupancy.
303.1.2 Small assembly spaces. The following rooms and
spaces shall not be classified as Assembly occupancies:
1. A room or space used for assembly purposes with an
occupant load of less than 50 persons and accessory to another
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occupancy shall be classified as a Group B occupancy or as
part of that occupancy.
2. A room or space used for assembly purposes that is less than
750 square feet (70 m2) in area and accessory to another
occupancy shall be classified as a Group B occupancy or as
part of that occupancy.

Other possible uses include Residential: Group R‐2 if more than 2 units are provided, which is
not likely, and Group R‐3 for buildings which do not have more than two units.
The required separation of occupancies is listed in Table 508.4 as follows:
Group A and Group R:
1 hour in a sprinklered building, or 2 hours in a non‐sprinklered building
Group A and Group B:
1 hour in a sprinklered building, or 2 hours in a non‐sprinklered building
Group R and Group B:
1 hour in a sprinklered building, or 2 hours in a non‐sprinklered building
Fire protection requirements are addressed in Chapter 9, Fire Protection Systems, and
specifically in Section 903, Automatic Sprinkler Systems.
[F] 903.2.11.3 Building three stories or more
in height. Any building which is of three stories
or more in height shall be equipped with an approved
automatic sprinkler system installed in accordance
with Section 903.1.

Under this section, the Stout‐MacDonald House must be equipped with an automatic fire
sprinkler system because it is three stories. There are exceptions, but none would apply unless
the building was used exclusively as a single or two unit residential use. Therefore, an
automatic fire sprinkler system will be required and 1 hour fire rated separations between
different occupancy classifications will be allowed in lieu of a 2 hour separation for un‐
sprinklered buildings.
Means of egress is addressed in Chapter 10.
If the upper two stories are used as apartments, and there are no more than two units, then a
single exit is required. If the upper floors are used as office space, then two exits and elevator
access will be required.
SECTION 1021
NUMBER OF EXITS AND EXIT CONFIGURATION
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1021.1 General. Each story and occupied roof shall have the
minimum number of exits, or access to exits, as specified in
this section. The required number of exits, or exit access
stairways or ramps providing access to exits, from any story
shall be maintained until arrival at grade or a public way.
Exits or access to exits from any story shall be configured in
accordance with this section. Each story above the second
story of a building shall have a minimum of one interior or
exterior exit stairway, or interior or exterior exit ramp. At
each story above the second story that requires a minimum of
three or more exits, or access to exits, a minimum of 50 percent of the required exits shall be interior or exterior exit
stairways, or interior or exterior exit ramps.
1021.2 Exits from stories. Two exits, or exit access stairways or ramps providing access to exits, from any story or
occupied roof shall be provided where one of the following
conditions exists:
1. The occupant load or number of dwelling units exceeds one
of the values in Table 1021.2(1) or 1021.2(2).
2. The exit access travel distance exceeds that specified in Table
1021.2(1) or 1021.2(2) as determined in accordance with the
provisions of Section 1016.1.
1021.2.1 Mixed occupancies. Where one exit, or exit access
stairway or ramp providing access to exits at other stories, is
permitted to serve individual stories, mixed occupancies shall
be permitted to be served by single exits provided each
individual occupancy complies
with the applicable
requirements of Table 1021.2(1) or Table 1021.2(2) for
that occupancy. Where applicable, cumulative occupant loads
from adjacent occupancies shall be considered in accordance
with the provisions of Section 1004.1.
In each story of a mixed occupancy building, the maxi- mum
number of occupants served by a single exit shall be such that
the sum of the ratios of the calculated number of occupants of
the space divided by the allowable number of occupants for each
occupancy does not exceed one.

When considering adaptive uses for a historic building, consideration of code requirements can
assist in the decision making process. As stated in the beginning of this section, the ideal use for
a historic building is its original use, which in this case was residential. The code analysis above
would support a decision to use the upper two floors for a residential occupancy of not more
than two units.
If the upper two floors are used as residential, then the following is required:
 A single exit will be allowed, but it must be within a 1 hour fire rated enclosure.
 The units and the first floor commercial use must be separated by 1 hour fire rated
assemblies, which is allowed because the building will have an automatic fire sprinkler
system.
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The building must be protected by a fully automatic fire sprinkler system, because it is
three stories.

If the upper two floors are used for a business occupancy, such as an office, then in addition to
the above, the following must also be provided:
 A second means of egress is required.
 An elevator is required to meet accessibility code requirements.
Based on the above, we recommend using the upper two floors to provide two apartments, and
compliance with all codes as outlined above.
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5

EXISTING ARCHITECTURAL CONDITIONS
EVALUATION CRITERIA / DEFINITIONS

Adaptive Use:

Changing an existing, often historic, building to accommodate a new function; may
include extensive restoration and/ or renovation and removal of some existing building
elements. *

Altered:

A building element which has been changed during the course of its history from its
original built configuration. The change itself may be old enough to warrant being
defined as historic.

Conservation:

The skilled repair and maintenance of cultural artifacts, including buildings and historic
and artistic materials, with the aim of extending their longevity and aesthetic qualities. *

Dated:

A building element, usually mechanical, electrical or plumbing, which is technologically
outdated and /or inefficient, based on current construction standards.

Deteriorated:

A building element which has decayed from its original built condition. This condition
can be cosmetic, as in a plaster wall, or more significant, such as structural
deterioration.

Original:

Building element which can be dated back to original construction of the building.

Preservation:

The act or process of applying measures to sustain the existing form, integrity, and
material of a building or structure, and the existing form or vegetative cover of a site. *

Reconstruction:

The process of duplicating the original materials, form and appearance of a vanished
building or structure at a particular historical moment based on historical research.

Rehabilitation:

The act or process of returning a property to a state of utility through repair or
alteration which makes possible an efficient or contemporary use while preserving
those portions or features of the property which are significant to it historical,
architectural, or cultural values. *

Restoration:

The process or product of returning, as nearly as possible an existing site, building,
structure, or object to its condition at a particular time in its history, using the same
construction materials and methods as the original where possible; typically, the period
of greatest historical significance or aesthetic integrity is chosen; may include removing
later additions, making hidden repairs, and replacing missing period work; often based
on a historic structures report. *

Serviceable:

A building element which is capable of serving the function for which it was constructed.
For example, a door or window.

Significant:

An element which contributes to the historic nature of a building. A significant element
does not necessarily have to be original to construction.
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Sound:

An element which is still structurally sound, and capable of serving the purpose for
which it was built. The term usually is applied to a structural element of a building, for
instance a floor or roof structure.

Stabilization:

The process of temporarily protecting a historic building until restoration or
rehabilitation efforts can begin; typically includes making the building weathertight,
structurally stable, and secure against intruders on a one‐time basis.

Weathered:

A building element which is decayed due to exposure to outside elements without
routine maintenance. The element can usually be repaired by providing said
maintenance.

* These definitions are reprinted from:
Dictionary of Building Preservation, William Ward Bucher III, John Wiley & Sons, Inc, 1996.
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GENERAL DESCRIPTION
EVALUATION: HISTORICALLY SIGNIFICANT, ALTERED

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:
The Stout‐MacDonald House is a three‐
story wood frame structure with a hip
roof and gable dormers at the northeast
and southwest corners. The northwest
corner is accentuated with a 3‐story
tower. The circa‐1895 Queen Anne
building has been altered but retains its
form and original detailing. A shed roof
addition projects from the south face. All
of the wood sash windows have been
replaced with aluminum 6‐over‐one
double hung windows. The siding is wood
drop siding with a 5‐inch exposed face at
the first two floors. The third‐floor attic is
distinguished by shingles at the gable
ends and the third floor of the tower. A
bay projects 4.5 feet from the west face,
General exterior view of Stout‐MacDonald House, as seen
from E. Granada Blvd.
and contains the stair to the second and
third floors. The bottom landing is
accessed from an exterior door. There was cased opening or an interior door into the bay windowed
room which provided interior access to the upper floors. This opening has been closed off from the
interior side.
The building suffers from deferred maintenance. A tarp covers the east façade but the drop siding
appears to be intact beneath it. The same aluminum windows that are on the rest of the building are
installed on this wall. The floors have some noticeable deflection or slope.
The three floors were comprised of living and communal spaces on the first floor, four bedrooms and a
bathroom on the second floor, and four rooms on the third floor that served as servant’s quarters. With
the exception of the corner tower room, the third‐floor rooms have sloped ceilings and lower height
windows under the rafter bearing plate. The north‐west corner tower has full height windows in the
tower portion of the room.
The first‐floor spaces were living spaces, but alterations have changed the original configuration.
Currently, there is a central north/south hall with rooms organized on either side. The east side contains
the museum at the north end with men and women toilets and locker rooms south of that room. The
west side rooms include the history center shop and office at the north end, a mechanical closet under
the stair, and an office space for the tennis pro shop in the one‐story addition.
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SITE IMPROVEMENTS
EVALUATION: NONSIGNIFICANT ELEMENTS, WELL MAINTAINED.

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:
The building faces East Granada Boulevard to
the north, a city owned parking lot to the
west and tennis courts to the south. There is
minimal landscaping on the site. Mulch is on
grade at the 3‐foot‐wide east side yard. There
are shrubs between the north side porch and
the sidewalk in a 3‐foot‐wide planting bed
that wraps the west side. Asphalt on the
south side provides access to for the adjacent
property parking to the east. Concrete walks
with brick paver accents are on the west side
along with some landscape beds. The only
large tree is in this area as well as a single
light pole. There is an irrigation box in this
landscape bed. Electric service is from the
south with an overhead Service Entrance
Section and meter on the south face at the
east end.

Rear exterior view of Stout‐MacDonald House. The
asphalt driveway at the rear provides access to
adjoining properties.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Drainage appears to be adequate and what landscaping is on site appears to be well maintained. No
work is required at this time.
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ROOF STRUCTURE AND ROOF COVERING
EVALUATION: SIGNIFICANT, ALTERED

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:
The roof is framed with 2x6 timbers at 30”
to 36” on center and sheathed with 1x12
boards. The structural system is in good
condition. Roofing consists of asphalt
composition shingles and a built‐up roof at
the tower. Ceiling joists are 2x6’s set
adjacent to rafters 1x4’s laid flat are
secured to the bottom of the ceiling joists,
support wood lath and plaster ceilings.
There is evidence of some water intrusion,
but overall, the shingle roof is watertight.
Areas of specific concern include a failure
in the porch roof sheathing, several areas
of missing shingles and leaks at the tower
flat roof. There are areas of missing
shingles near the top of the roof on the
north side.

Missing asphalt shingles at north side of roof. The top of
the tower can be seen at right.

See the structural report for detailed information on the
roof structure.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
Any needed repairs to the roof structure should be
undertaken during the Phase One work. The upper roof was
not accessible during this field work. We recommend that a
qualified roofer or roofing consultant be engaged to inspect
all aspects of the roofing, most importantly the tower roof.
Repairs should be undertaken immediately as a
maintenance item.

The decorative rafter tails can be seen
in this photo of the west side of the
building.
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STAIRS:
EVALUATION: ORIGINAL, SIGNIFCANT HISTORICALLY

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:

The stairwell is currently accessed from an exterior door
on the west side of the building. There is a cased opening
at the first‐floor landing into the room on the south side
of the stair. This opening has been covered by sheetrock
on the adjacent room side.
The stair from the first floor is a straight run, 39 inches
wide and retains the original threads and risers. There are
simple undecorated 1x10 baseboards with a cap molding
on each sidewall. There are 19 risers at 7” and 18 treads
at 11 inches for a total run of 16’ 5” and a total floor to
floor rise of 11’ 8”. There is a handrail on the north left
side as you ascend the stair, with all ornate bracket at the
bottom. The stair is distinguished at the second floor by a
turned Newell Post that is embedded in the plaster wall
corner. This Newell Post is 48” high and about 2 inches in
diameter with knobs at the top and bottom, and double
bands turned at its mid‐height. This Newell is married to
the wall that turns up to the third floor.

The stair from the first to second floor.
This stair is accessed from a door at the
west exterior of the building.

The stair from the second to the third floor winds back
over the stair from the first floor to the second floor.
Starting adjacent to the north side of the lower stair, it
runs west and winds around to terminate at the third
floor facing east. There are 16 risers at just under 7” for a
total rise of 9’ 3”. The stairwell is protected at the third
floor by a 29‐inch‐high solid railing constructed of beaded
T&G boards with a wood cap. A hatch at this top landing
provides access to the attic.
Several treads and risers are broken.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
The stair is original to the building and its restoration is
recommended. Original details such as railings and Newell
Posts can easily be recovered. This includes the interior
door at the ground floor landing.
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The stair from the second to third floor
is located just above the lower stair. The
stair is original but deteriorated.
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EXTERIOR WALLS
EVALUATION: SIGNIFICANT, SOUND WITH SOME WEATHERING, ALTERED

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:
The exterior walls are framed in wood with a
wood drop siding. In general, the siding is
sound, but shows signs of deferred
maintenance. The exterior siding is exposed on
the interior at several locations. The original
drop siding was nailed directly to the studs,
which was the typical detail at the time. The
east exterior wall is covered with a tarp. This is
a curious condition because wherever the tarp
is torn, the drop siding is in good condition. The
south side shed roofed addition is likely an
enclosed porch. The siding on this addition is a
lap siding, not a drop board siding. In general,
this siding is in good condition.
This photo of the front of the building shows the
typical siding. Several areas of the siding are
weathered and/or deteriorated. The gables at the
third floor are sided with painted wood shingles.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
The siding on the east elevations appears to be
sound. We recommend removing the tarp that
covers this elevation and re‐nail all the loose
boards so they are secured to the studs. This
work can take place now by City Maintenance
personnel. Repairs to exterior walls should be
quantified and undertaken during the phase
one rehabilitation work. This work should
include the tower walls, which have severely
deteriorated elements.

The east elevation of the building has been covered
by a tarp.

Stout‐MacDonald House – City of Ormond Beach

5‐7

WINDOWS
EVALUATION: ALTERED

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:
All of the original wood sash windows were replaced with
aluminum 6 over one units that replicate the historic
sashes. Some components of the original units exist,
including sash weights, frames and some sashes. There are
6 windows in the first‐floor tower room, currently the
museum shop and office. These are aluminum double hung
units, 6 over one, 45” wide x 68” high each with 38” wide
(x) 30‐inch‐high glass areas in each sash. There is one
window on the north wall of the museum on the opposite
side of the hall. There are two windows in the west side
bay adjacent to the stair and one in the stair hall. There
windows are 31” wide x 68” high, with 25” wide x 29” high
glazing. There are four windows, 34” wide x 58” high in the
south addition tennis pro shop.
The second‐floor windows match the first‐floor
configuration at the tower and north side but they are
smaller at 38” wide x 68” high, packed in from the original
43” wide x 71” high rough opening. These windows line the
second‐floor walls: one on the north wall of the north‐east
corner room and two on the south wall. A smaller unit 42”
wide x 29” high is in the central bathroom and two more
38” x 68” high are on the east wall of the south‐east corner
room. Another window is on the south wall of this room.
The southwest corner room windows match this
configuration & size with two on the south wall and one on
the west wall.
The third‐floor window configuration differs from the
second floor. The northwest tower room matches the
second‐floor window configuration and size.

The original wood windows of the
building have been replaced by
aluminum impact resistant double
hung units.

This historic sash was found in the
attic. The original windows were
painted wood putty glazed units with
weighted sashes.

The third‐floor northeast corner room has two windows on the north wall. These are double hung 6 over
one, 29” high x 36” wide. The original wall opening was 84” wide c 32 high rough. The same windows
occur at the other locations; on the east wall of the south‐east corner room and on the south wall of the
south west corner room.
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RECOMMENDATIONS:
Windows are significant components and restoration of
windows should have a high priority. This is particularly
important where restoration is required to maintain a
watertight envelope. The windows in the Stout‐MacDonald
house are aluminum double hung window that replaced
historic wood sashes. Overall, they are smaller than the
original wood windows. The aluminum windows are
inappropriate. Replacement with an accurate replica wood
unit is recommended.

Most of the aluminum replacement
windows are smaller than the originals.
To fit the larger openings, the new
windows were furred out with painted
wood, much of which is now
deteriorating.

This window opening at the first floor
still retains the pulleys for the original
weighted sashes.
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EXTERIOR DOORS
EVALUATION: ORIGINAL OPENINGS, ALTERED DOORS

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:
No original exterior doors remain but original frames are in
place. The front entry door is a 3° x 7° ‐ 9 panel door with a
7” x 14” view panel in the center. There is a 12” high
transom above the door with a sign over the glass lite. The
transom is above an acoustic tile drop ceiling on the
interior.
The door to the stair is a 3° x 68 aluminum skinned door
with a glass lite over 2 panels. The original 7‐foot‐high
frame has a 4” high filler at the top to drop the height to
6’8”. A 3°x68 15 lite French door accesses the rear shed
addition at the west side, there is an alcove on the east end
with two exterior doors, a 28 x 68 – panel door facing east
and a 28 x 68 flush door facing east and a 28 x 68 flush door
facing north. The east facing 4 panel door is not visible on
the interior as this opening has been covered by a sheet
rock wall on the interior.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
New exterior doors should be installed. The design should
be based on photographic or other appropriate evidence,
such as the historic 4 panel door on the east side that
accesses the cellar.
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door is the four‐panel painted wood
basement door on the east side of the
building.
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CHIMNEYS:
EVALUATION: MISSING ORIGINAL ELEMENT

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:
There was a fireplace and chimney that ran
through the roof from the first floor. It was set
on the interior central hall wall of the southwest
corner room. The tile hearth and concrete
firebox floor are still in place under a rug.
Patches at upper floors and the roof deck were
found as well. This on‐site evidence confirms
photographic evidence that shows the brick
chimney.

The original fireplace hearth still exists under the
carpet of the pro shop.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
The chimney and fireplace are not needed for
contemporary use. However, if a complete
restoration is desired, the reconstruction should
be thoroughly researched to provide an accurate
replica.
As an adaptive use renovation, a fireplace and
chimney reconstruction is not necessary.
However, we do recommend that the remaining
components, i.e., the hearth, be retained and
highlighted when the building is rehabilitated.
Although the chimney flue has been removed,
holes in the floor and historic photos provide clear
evidence of where it was located. This photo
shows a patched hole in the second‐floor closet
where the chimney was located.
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INTERIORS
EVALUATION: SIGNIFICANT, ALTERED, DETERIORATED

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:
The original wall and ceiling finishes were plaster
over wood lath. Floors are wood with carpet
coverings. The first floor has been severely altered
through the addition of partitions and removal of
historic partitions. The first floor, north‐east corner
room and the southwest corner room with the bay
window retain their original fabric. The partition
that forms the northwest corner room and the
central corridor is not original to the building, nor is
there any indication that a partition existed in that
location. This indicates that the front door opened
on to the main space, most likely a parlor.

This photo of a second‐floor room shows the
typical level of finish. The original plaster and
lath walls and ceilings are deteriorated but
restorable. The wood floors are deteriorated
but restorable.

The second and third floors are intact and retain
their historic spatial relationships. Each floor
contains four bedrooms that are accessed from the stair
landing. The second floor has a bathroom at the east side of
the stair landing. The third floor contains a mechanical room in
that location that is a recent addition, i.e., within 20 years. The
walls and ceilings at both floors are plaster and although
deteriorated, retain their historic characteristics. Of particular
interest are the second floor radiused walls, a unique detail
that is a testament to the attention to detail evident
elsewhere.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
The historic interiors are largely intact and recoverable. This is
particularly true at the second and third floors where
modifications to the interior spaces are minimal. The simple
room arrangement and generous room sizes lend themselves
to a multitude of adaptive uses, including office space or
residential. These rooms should be restored to their original
configuration and finishes. Modifications may be required to
accommodate ADA access but the details should be carefully
assessed to minimize impact to the historic fabric and in
particular, at door openings.
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The second‐floor hall has several
curved walls and intricate door
trim. This radiused plaster work
was difficult to accomplish, and
shows the excellent level of finish
in the original building.
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The first‐floor spaces have been severely altered.
Recovery of the historic spaces will be dependent
on several factors including the availability of
information on the original floor plan and the
needs of any proposed adaptive uses.
We recommend recovery of historic spatial
configurations and finishes, including casing
details, doors and windows.

The third‐floor rooms are tucked under the roof
rafters, creating plaster ceilings with intricate
angles. All of the walls should be restored to their
original plaster and lath configurations.
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ITEM: PORCHES, DETAILS & EMBELLISHMENTS
EVALUATION: SIGNIFICANT, ALTERED, MODERN REPLACEMENT PORCH

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:
SIGNIFICANT, ALTERED
A single porch exists on the north side of
the building which is a reconstruction of
the original porch that was removed by
Billy MacDonald, reportedly to stop passing
people from resting there.
The original front porch was removed and a
narrow staircase from sidewalk entrance to
front door was built. That feature is visible
in the Florida Master Site File photo with
wrought iron supports. This reconstruction
of the original, with features such as Doric
columns, wood rafters, and guardrails. The
roof sheathing of the feature was removed,
perhaps in a recent renovation with the
porch intended to duplicate the original as
shown in the 1940s photo from Ormond
Hotel.
The reconstruction compares favorably to
the original when compared to historic
photos. The porch is 10 feet deep x 32 feet
long, divided into three bays by four doric
columns. Each column is 7’‐9” tall, 13
inches at the base tapering to 10 inches at
the capital. A 52” wide ramp runs up from
the west end of the porch and lands at the
center bay of the porch. Porch flooring
consists of 2x6 boards laid over 1 x 6 T&G
decking. Railings are constructed on 2x2
spindles at 5.5” o.c. with 2x4 bottom rail
and caps, both set flat. The railing is 41
inches high and 4x4 newels capture the
free end of the railings.
The porch rafters are 2x6’s at 24” o.c. with
sculpted tails. The roof decking is T1‐11
plywood, which was intended to replicate
T&G decking. Gable ends of the porch have
a grill fabricated from 2x2s.
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The front porch is a porch consists of painted T1‐11
plywood.

The third‐floor gables are decorated with braces
assembled from turned spindles. Some of the spindles
are missing. The decoration is likely original to
construction. The shingled siding at the gables can also
be seen in this photo.

5‐14

The third‐floor exterior is distinguished by the
use of shingles for siding. This treatment
carries over from the gable ends and wraps
the castellated tower. The tower is capped
with a dentil molding and each gable end uses
turned spindles as a decorative brace at the
overhanging roof edge, a vertical at the ridge
and horizontal about 4 feet below the ridge.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
The porch and decorative details are
important character defining elements.
Original components should be retained,
preserved and/or restored as appropriate.
Additional research is needed to determine
what, if any, modifications to the porch
detailing is appropriate.
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The top of the tower is embellished with turrets and
dentil moldings. Much of this decoration is deteriorated
but intact. The tower is a major feature of the building.
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INTERIOR OPENINGS ‐ DOORS
EVALUATION: ALTERED

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:
No original doors remain although some original door
openings have been identified. The northeast and
northwest first floor rooms are accessed by paired 3°x 6°
flush face doors in hollow metal frames that were
installed to secure the rooms. Investigation above the
false ceiling determined that the wall on the east side of
the corridor had lath and plaster, so this is likely an
original partition. The wall at the west side of the corridor
is new framing and sheetrock so this was not likely an
original wall location. All of the corridor doors are 20‐
minute fire rated doors and frames. All are 3° x 68 with
the exception of the door to the tennis shop office. This is
an original frame. This is the only original frame in the
corridor. The northwest diagonal wall in the tennis office
bay window area is blank and covers and original opening
that led to the stair. At the tennis pro shop a 3° x 68 door
is in the interior office wall.

Several of the original interior doors
survive intact. This example, a painted
wood 4 panel door, is on the second floor.

On the second floor, there are nine historic door openings
and three non‐historic door openings. Of these, four openings
contain historic doors: the door to the bathroom, two closet
doors in the southwest corner room and once closet door to the
southeast corner room. The non‐historic openings include a pair
of 4 foot bi‐pass closet doors in the southeast room and two 26
closet doors in the northwest tower room. The historic doors at
the bathroom and the closets are all 30‐inch‐wide 4 panel doors.
The historic openings to the bedrooms are all 32‐inch‐wide
doors.
The third floor has eight historic door openings; one into each of
the four rooms and a closet door opening in each room. The
room doors were 30” wide c 6’6” tall. The closet doors were 24”
wide by 6’ft tall. No original doors exist and casings were
removed from most doors. A mechanical room was constructed
at the top landing, which has a 32” wide x 6’8” door.

The original door hardware
still exists on many doors.

RECOMMENDATION:
The rehabilitation effort should include restoration of historic doors and door openings to the greatest
extend possible. New openings and doors, or altering of historic doors or openings may be required to
accommodate ADA or other code requirements.
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WOODWORK
EVALUATION: SIGNIFICANT & NON‐SIGNIFICANT
ELEMENTS
DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:

RECOMMENDATION:
Historic woodwork throughout the building exists in
the form of baseboards, door casings, window
casings, and trim, as well as, the beaded wainscot
railing at the third floor.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
All historic woodwork should be restored. Where
new baseboards, casings or trim is needed it should
be fabricated to match the details of historic
woodwork.
Wood species should match or be compatible with
the historic wood.

This example of the intricate original door trim
is located on the second floor.

Typical interior base trim and door trim. Both
wood and plaster are radiused.
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November 11, 2016
Mr. Bert Bender
Bender & Associates Architect
410 Angela Street
Key West FL 33040
Re:

Ormond Beach Historic Structures Condition Assessment Report Stout-MacDonald House

Bert,
The following is documentation of the findings that came up during the site visit on November 4,
2016 for a mechanical and electrical system assessment of the Stout-MacDonald House located
at 38 E Granada Blvd. in Ormond Beach, Florida:
Findings (see attached photos):
Electrical:
1) 120/240VAC Single Phase FPL Service. Three single phase pole mount FPL transformers
found at rear alley.
2) 400A
Disconnect at
SE corner has
corrosion at
cover.
3) Obsolete
Load Centers
(FPE).

4) Multiple Load Centers (2-FPE and 2-Square D).
5) Emergency Lighting Unit at 1st Floor Corridor.
Stout‐MacDonald House – City of Ormond Beach
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6)
7)
8)
9)

Smoke detector at 1st Floor Corridor, but no Fire Alarm Panel found.
JB for smoke detector found at 2nd Floor, but without smoke detector.
2x2 FT Fluorescent lighting fixtures at 1st Floor Corridor have T12 lamps (old).
2x4 FT Fluorescent lighting fixtures at 1st Floor Office, Presentation Room, Locker Rooms
(T12 lamps). Water visible inside 2x4 FT fixture plastic diffuser in 1st Floor Tennis Center.
10) Exit sign mounted at 1st Floor main exit. Non-illuminated (hand-made) exit signs found at 2nd
and 3rd Floors.
11) Surface mounted raceways (EMT) used for power supply to stairwell lighting at 2nd and 3rd
Floors. Surface mounted wire-mold also found at 2nd floor
12) Cover for old electrical cabinet found at 2nd Floor landing should be checked for possible
asbestos content (interior fire retardant sheets found inside the wood cover).
13) Old open wiring (knob and tube) found abandoned in attic. Also found evidence of electrical
fire near miss at 3rd floor SW room closet.
14) Enclosed breaker enclosure located adjacent to the ice machine at the SE exterior corner
has interior trim piece missing (live parts exposed to possible contact when cover was lifted).
Mechanical:
1) Condensing units are dated at 1997 making the systems approximately 19 years old. The
first floor condensing unit appeared operational. The condensing unit that serves the
second floor was not witnessed as operating. The indoor air handlers are of similar age and
condition. Each system is beyond life expectancy for split systems which is between 10-15
years. Each system is 5 tons

2) The indoor ductwork is predominantly exposed. The ductwork is routed below the ceilings
throughout the second floor and the ductwork is concealed where there is lay-in ceilings in
the first floor. The ductwork is fibrous duct board and appears to be as old as the split
systems (19 years). Older duct board ductwork is difficult to clean as it typically did not come
with an anti-microbial coating.
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3) The thermostat for the first floor is a programmable type thermostat. The second floor unit
has a very old hand only heat /cool adjustable thermostat.
Plumbing/Fire Protection:
1) There is a men’s and women’s restrooms on the first floor appear to be ADA compliant.
There is one men’s restroom on the first floor that includes a single water closet, urinal and
sink with some lockers for staff. The women’s restroom has one toilet and one sink. The
second floor restroom was gutted.
2) The plumbing piping appeared to be renovated with PVC piping. Underground sanitary
piping was not witnessed. The water and sanitary is served from piping under Granada
Blvd.
3) There is no fire protection within the building.

Recommendations:
Electrical:
1) 3-Phase Electrical service required to supply future elevator. If no elevator is planned and
the existing single phase service is retained then replacement 400A disconnect is
recommended due to corrosion of the existing rain shield.
2) Replacement Panelboards or Load Center(s) required to support 3-phase service. If the
existing single phase service is retained, then replacement Panelboards or Load Centers
are recommended since two of the four existing Load Centers are obsolete (FPE is no
longer in business).
3) Fire Alarm Panel recommended instead of individual smoke alarm(s).
4) Replacement interior lighting fixtures required if recessed ceiling is removed at 1st Floor.
Other lighting fixtures and electrical devices are recommended for replacement.
5) Lightning Protection System should be considered (recommended for historic structures).

Mechanical
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This is a draft report with plans to further expand or revise upon review.
Regards,

Gary Jeffries, CxA
TLC Engineers for Architecture
Cc: Jeff Maitlen
Gary Krueger
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6501 Arlington Expy.

January 9, 2017

Building B, Suite 201
Jacksonville, FL 32211
PH: 904.743.4633
FX: 904.725.9295
jax@aespj.com

Mr. Bert L. Bender, RA, LEED AP
Bender & Associates Architects, P.A.
410 Angela Street
Key West, Florida 33040-7402

www.aespj.com

Re:

Structural Condition Assessment
MacDonald House
38 East Granada Boulevard
Ormond Beach, Florida

AES Project: #316-052

Dear Bert:
Atlantic Engineering Services of Jacksonville (AES) has completed its structural condition assessment of
MacDonald House located at 38 East Granada Boulevard in Ormond Beach, Florida. Our assessment consisted
of a visual review of the structure on November 3rd and 4th, 2016. Present at the site were Mr. David J. Salay,
RA, LEED AP; Mr. Bert L. Bender, RA, LEED AP and Mr. Mark J. Keister, P.E.
BACKGROUND
The MacDonald House located at 38 East Granada Boulevard in Ormond Beach, Florida is a three-story, former
single family residence of approximately 4,653 square feet with a partial basement constructed in the 1890’s
(see Photographs 1 and 2). The residence is a Queen Anne style house with a gabled roof and a square tower
with a low slope roof. Construction consists of a wood framed roof and floors supported by the perimeter
wood siding clad, wood framed walls and interior wood framed walls. The ground floor framing is supported by
masonry piers and the masonry basement walls except at the southwest corner where the wood frame wall
and first floor framing are supported by a CMU stem wall. The front porch and west porch are also wood
framed.
OBSERVATIONS
Our structural condition assessment consisted of a visual review of the structure. The survey plans (see
Appendix A) approximately locates deteriorated areas pinpointed during our survey. In general, the structure is
in good condition but it has experienced water intrusion and termite damage.
There is a splintered roof joist and areas of repaired roof decking (see Photograph 3). The tower has
experienced the most water intrusion and termite damage at the second and third floor with wall studs having
been repaired, although the studs are not properly spliced (see Photographs 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8). There is also
termite damage in the floor decking of the third floor in the southern bedrooms; in the second floor decking in
the southern bedrooms and in the ground floor decking at the southeast corner (see Photographs 9, 10, 11 and
12). At the second floor hall bathroom, there are several floor joists that have been severely compromised for
plumbing (see Photograph 13). At the ground floor, there are several floor joists with severely damaged joist
ends (see Photograph 14). At the front porch, there is a portion of the roof decking that is deteriorated (see
Photograph 15) and there are areas where the porch subdecking is deteriorated (see Photograph 16). The
majority of the perimeter sill beams have some deterioration with the eastern sill beams in poor condition (see
Photograph 17). Except for the front porch, there are no hurricane ties in the building tying the roof and floors
to the foundation.
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At the second floor south wall, the window jambs and wall studs have been repaired with new studs from the
floor to the window head and do not extend to the third floor (see Photograph 18). The first floor, second floor,
and third floor have a noticeable slope to the northern hall wall in the area of the ground floor near the
deteriorated masonry pier. The basement has about 2’-0” of standing water and the floor is a concrete slab on
grade. The basement walls are multi-wythe brick and the top of the northern and western wall mortar joints
are badly sanded (see Photograph 19). There are also several large openings in the top of these walls with loose
bricks (see Photograph 20).
The majority of the exterior siding is in good condition, but there are areas along the east wall, and at the tower
that are deteriorated with rusting nails (see Photographs 21 and 22). The tower wall shingles are in poor
condition with areas of missing shingles (see Photograph 23). The high tower roof could not be reviewed. The
main roof is in good condition but there are areas with missing shingles. It is unknown if there are active roof
leaks.
EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The roofing needs to be repaired or replaced, and the damaged roof sheathing replaced. The deteriorated and
damaged roof and floor joists need to be repaired or replaced, as well as the termite damaged and rotted floor
decking. The structure needs to be evaluated for termites and treated. Active termites were not observed
during our review. All of the termite damaged wall studs and inadequately spliced wall studs need to be
replaced or reinforced. At the second floor south wall, the wall studs and window jambs need to be installed
correctly, spanning second floor to third floor. At the ground floor, there is apparent settlement at several
interior piers. These piers need to be underpinned or reinforced and the floor re-leveled. The standing water in
the basement needs to be controlled with a sump pump and the sanded mortar joints repointed, as well as, the
holes in the masonry walls infilled with new masonry. The deteriorated exterior ground floor sill beams, siding
and wall shingles need to be repaired and the exterior walls properly weather protected. Along the perimeter,
the grade and mulch needs to be re-graded so that the sill beams are not in contact with the ground. Except for
the front porch, there are no hurricane ties in the building tying the roof and floors to the foundation. As a
minimum, the roof needs to be tied to the exterior walls, and the sill beams and first floor beams tied to the
masonry piers and basement masonry wall.
CONCLUSIONS
In general, the structure is in good condition but does require repair of the deteriorated roof decking, floor
decking roof joists, floor joists, ground floor beams, as well as, correcting poor previous repairs. There are
several foundation piers that need to be underpinned or reinforced and re-leveled. The basement water needs
to be controlled and the basement masonry walls repaired. When the roof is replaced, the deteriorated roof
sheathing needs to be replaced and the perimeter roof joists tied to the exterior walls. At the first floor, the
exterior sill beams and floor beams need to be tied to the masonry piers and basement masonry wall.
It has been a pleasure serving you as a consulting structural engineer. Please contact our office if there are any
questions regarding this correspondence, or if you need any additional information.
Very truly yours,
ATLANTIC ENGINEERING SERVICES OF JACKSONVILLE
FLORIDA CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORIZATION #791

Mark J. Keister, P.E.
Principal
MJK/drg

01/09/16
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PHOTOGRAPH 1

PHOTOGRAPH 2
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DEFINITION OF TERMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE DURABILITY OF CONCRETE
(From ACI 201.1R-08)
1

CRACKING
Crack- A complete or incomplete separation, of either concrete or masonry, into two or more parts
produced by breaking or fracturing.
1.1
1.2

1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7

1.8
1.9
1.10
1.11
1.12
1.13

Checking- Development of shallow cracks at closely spaced but irregular intervals on the surface of
plaster, cement paste, mortar, or concrete (See also cracks and crazing).
Craze cracks- Fine random cracks or fissures in a surface of plaster, cement paste, mortar or
concrete.
Crazing- The development of craze cracks; the pattern of craze cracks existing in a surface (See also
checking and cracks).
D-cracks- A series of cracks in concrete near and roughly parallel to joints and edges.
Diagonal crack- In a flexural member, an inclined crack, caused by shear stress, usually at
approximately 45 degrees to the axis; or a crack in a slab, not parallel to either the lateral or
longitudinal directions.
Hairline cracks- Cracks in an exposed-to-view concrete surface having widths so small as to be barely
perceptible.
Longitudinal cracks- A crack that develops parallel to the length of the member.
Map cracking- 1) Intersecting cracks that extend below the surface of hardened concrete; caused by
shrinkage of the drying surface concrete that is restrained by concrete at greater depths where
either little or no shrinkage occurs; vary in width from fine and barely visible to open and well
defined; or 2) the chief symptom of a chemical reaction between alkalis in cement and mineral
constituents in aggregate within hardened concrete; due to differential rate of volume change in
different members of the concrete; cracking is usually random and on a fairly large scale and, in
severe instances, the cracks may reach a width of 12.7 mm (0.50 in.) (See also checking and crazing;
also known as pattern cracking).
Pattern cracking- Cracking on concrete surfaces in the form of a repeated sequence; resulting from a
decrease in volume of the material near the surface, or an increase in volume of the material below
the surface, or both (see map cracking).
Plastic shrinkage cracking- Cracking that occurs in the surface of fresh concrete soon after it is
placed and while it is still plastic.
Random cracks- Uncontrolled cracks that develop at various directions away from the control joints.
Shrinkage cracking- Cracking of a structure or member due to failure in tension caused by external
or internal restraints as reduction in moisture content develops, carbonation occurs, or both.
Temperature cracking- Cracking due to tensile failure, caused by temperature drop in members
subjected to external restraints or by a temperature differential in members subjected to internal
restraints.
Transverse cracks- Cracks that occur across the longer dimension of the member.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE DURABILITY OF CONCRETE
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2

DISTRESS
Deterioration- 1) Physical manifestation of failure of a material (for example, cracking, delamination,
flaking, pitting, scaling, spalling, and staining) caused by environmental or internal autogenous influences
on rock and hardened concrete as well as other materials; or 2) Decomposition of material during either
testing or exposure to service (See also disintegration).
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5

2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11
2.12
2.13

2.14

Chalking- Formation of a loose powder resulting from the disintegration of the surface of concrete
or an applied coating, such as cementitious coating.
Curling- The distortion of concrete member from its original shape such as the warping of a slab due
to differences in temperature or moisture content in the zones adjacent to its opposite faces (See
also warping).
Deflection- Movement of a point on a structure or structural element, usually measured as a linear
displacement or as succession displacements transverse to a reference line or axis.
Deformation- A change in dimension or shape.
Delamination- A separation along a plane parallel to a surface, as in the case of a concrete slab, a
horizontal splitting, cracking, or separation within a slab in a plane roughly parallel to, and generally
near, the upper surface; found most frequently in bridge decks and caused by the corrosion of
reinforcing steel or freezing or thawing; similar to spalling, scaling, or peeling except that
delamination affects large areas and can often only be detected by non-destructive tests, such as
tapping or chain dragging.
Disintegration- Reduction into small fragments and subsequently into particles (See also
deterioration).
Distortion- See Deformation.
Drummy area- area where there is a hollow sound beneath a layer of concrete due to a
delamination, poor consolidation, or void (See also delamination).
Dusting- The development of a powdered material at the surface of hardened concrete (See also
chalking).
Efflorescence- A deposit of salts, usually white, formed on a surface, the substance having emerged
in solution from within either concrete or masonry and subsequently been precipitated by a
reaction, such as carbonation or evaporation.
Exfoliation- Disintegration occurring by peeling off in successive layers; swelling up, and opening into
leaves or plates like a partly opened book.
Exudation- A liquid or viscous gel-like material discharged through a pore, crack, or opening in the
surface of concrete.
Joint deficiencies- Expansion, contraction, and construction joints not functioning in intended service
conditions.
2.13.1 Joint spall- A spall adjacent to a joint.
2.13.2 Joint sealant failure- Joints opened due to a cracked and/or debonded sealant.
2.13.3 Joint leakage- Liquid migrating through the joint.
2.13.4 Joint fault- Differential displacement of a portion of a structure along a joint.
Leakage- Contained material is migrating through the concrete member.
2.14.1 Leakage, liquid- Liquid is migrating through the concrete.
2.14.2 Leakage, gas- Gas is migrating through the concrete.
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2.15 Mortar flaking- A form of scaling over course aggregate.
2.16 Peeling- A process in which thin flakes of mortar are broken away from a concrete surface, such as
by deterioration or by adherence of surface mortar to forms as forms are removed.
2.17 Pitting- Development of relatively small cavities in a surface; in concrete, localized disintegration,
such as a popout; localized corrosion evident as minute cavities on the surface.
2.18 Popout- The breaking away of small portions of a concrete surface due to localized internal pressure
that leaves a shallow, typical conical, depression with a broken course aggregate at the bottom.
2.18.1 Popouts, small- Popouts leaving depressions up to 10 mm (0.4 in.) in diameter, or the
equivalent.
2.18.2 Popouts, medium- Popouts leaving depressions between 10 and 50 mm (0.4 and 2 in.) in
diameter.
2.18.3 Popouts, large- Popouts leaving depressions greater than 50 mm (2 in.) in diameter.
2.19 Scaling- Local flaking or peeling away of the near-surface portion of hardened concrete or mortar
(See also peeling and spalls).
2.19.1 Scaling, light- Loss of surface mortar without exposure of coarse aggregate.
2.19.2 Scaling, medium- Loss of surface mortar 5 to 10 mm (0.2 to 0.4 in.) in depth and exposure
of coarse aggregate.
2.19.3 Scaling, severe- Loss of surface mortar 5 to 10 mm (0.2 to 0.4 in.) in depth with some loss of
mortar surrounding aggregate particles 10 to 20 mm (0.4 to 0.8 in.) in depth.
2.19.4 Scaling, very severe- Loss of coarse aggregate particles as well as surface mortar, generally
to a depth greater than 20 mm (0.8 in.).
2.20 Spall- A fragment, usually in the shape of a flake, detached from a concrete member by a blow, by
the action of weather, by pressure, by fire, or by expansion within the larger mass.
2.20.1 Small spall- A roughly circular depression not greater than 20 mm (0.8 in.) in depth and 150
mm (6 in.) in any dimension.
2.20.2 Large spall- May be roughly circular or oval or, in some cases, elongated, and is more than
20 mm (0.8 in.) in depth and 150 mm (6 in.) in greatest dimension.
2.21 Warping- Out-of-plane deformation of the corners, edges, and surface of a pavement, slab, or wall
panel from its original shape (See also curling).
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DEFINITION OF TERMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE DURABILITY OF CONCRETE
Page 4 of 4

3

TEXTURAL FEATURES AND PHENOMENA RELATIVE TO THEIR DEVELOPMENT.
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6
3.7
3.8
3.9

3.10
3.11
3.12
3.13
3.14
3.15
3.16

Air void- A space in cement paste, mortar, or concrete filled with air; an entrapped air void is
characteristically 1 mm (0.04 in.) or greater in size and irregular in shape; entrained air void is
typically between 10 µm and 1 mm (0.04 mil and 0.04 in.) in diameter and spherical or nearly so.
Blistering- the irregular raising of a thin layer at the surface of placed mortar or concrete during or
soon after the completion of the finishing operation; also, bulging of the finish plaster coat as it
separates and draws away from the base coat.
Bugholes- Small regular or irregular cavities, usually not exceeding 15 mm (0.6 in.) in diameter,
resulting from entrapment of air bubbles at the surface of formed concrete during placement and
consolidation (Also known as surface air voids).
Cold joint- A joint or discontinuity resulting from a delay in placement of sufficient duration to
preclude intermingling and bonding of the material in two successive lifts of concrete, mortar, or the
like.
Cold-joint lines- Visible lines on the surfaces of formed concrete indicating the presence of a cold
joint where one layer of concrete had hardened before subsequent concrete was placed.
Discoloration- Departure of color from that which is normal or desired (See also staining).
Honeycomb- Voids left in concrete due to failure of the mortar to effectively fill the spaces among
coarse aggregate particles.
Incrustation- A crust or coating, generally hard, formed on the surface of concrete or masonry
construction or on aggregate particles.
Laitance- A layer of weak material known as residue derived from cementitious material and
aggregate fines either: 1) carried by bleeding to the surface or to the internal cavities of freshly
placed concrete; or 2) separated from the concrete and deposited on the concrete surface or
internal cavities during placement of concrete underwater.
Sand pocket- A zone in concrete or mortar containing fine aggregate with little or no cement
material.
Sand streak- A streak of exposed fine aggregate in the surface of formed concrete, caused by
bleeding.
Segregation- The differential concentration of the components of mixed concrete, aggregate, or the
like, resulting in nonuniform proportions in the mass.
Staining- Discoloration by foreign matter.
Stalactite- A downward-pointing deposit formed as an accretion of mineral matter produced by
evaporation of dripping liquid from the surface of concrete, commonly shaped like an icicle (See also
stalagmite).
Stalagmite- An upward-pointing deposit formed as an accretion of mineral matter produced by
evaporation of dripping liquid, projecting from the surface of rock or of concrete, commonly roughly
conical in shape (See also stalactite).
Stratification- The separation of overwet or overvibrated concrete into horizontal layers with
increasingly lighter material toward the top; water, laitance, mortar, and coarse aggregate tend to
occupy successively lower positions in that order; a layered structure in concrete resulting from
placing of successive batches that differ in appearance; occurrence in aggregate stockpiles of layers
of differing grading or composition; a layered structure in a rock foundation.
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APPENDIX C
EXISTING STRUCTURAL CONDITIONS
EVALUATION CRITERIA
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EXISTING STRUCTURAL CONDITIONS
EVALUATION CRITERIA
EXCELLENT

Meets or exceeds current structural code requirements.
Capable of safely carrying proposed occupancies.
No significant vibrations, cracking or deflections.
No structural reinforcement or repairs required.
Very minor, if any, maintenance required.

GOOD

Meets current structural code requirements.
Capable of safely carrying proposed occupancies.
Deflections, cracking, vibrations may be observable.
No structural reinforcement required.
Minor structural repairs required.
Some significant maintenance repairs required.

FAIR

Majority of structure meets structural code requirements.
Portions of structure are not capable of carrying proposed occupancies.
Deflections, cracking, vibrations, structural distress is observable.
Structural reinforcement required in limited portions of the structure.
Structural repairs required generally.
Many significant maintenance repairs required.

POOR

Majority of structure does not meet structural code requirements.
Much of the building is not capable of carrying proposed occupancies.
Deflections, cracking, vibrations, structural distress commonly
observable throughout the structure.
Major reinforcement or reconstruction of the structure is required.
Major maintenance repairs are required.

EXTREMELY POOR

Collapse of structure is imminent.
Structure exhibits significant deflections, cracking, vibrations,
structural distress.
Structure requires extensive reinforcement or reconstruction of
impractical scope.

NOTE: Some parts of each definition may not apply.
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6

WORK PRIORITIES/RECOMMENDATIONS

In general, the highest priority for any preservation project is structural stabilization, making
the building watertight and reversing the damage caused by water intrusion. Additional
damage is caused daily by inattention to these problems. This work includes the replacement
and/or repair of the roofs and roof drainage systems, structural stabilization of floor and roof
structures and support systems, and repair or replacement of windows and siding. After this
initial stabilization work, other items can proceed as funds are budgeted. Of these high priority
items, the exterior siding and windows could be deferred, but this is not a recommended
course of action because the potential for water infiltration through siding and windows will
still be possible. The following items apply when a prioritized phased project is required.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Selective demolition, structural stabilization and re‐roofing.
Stabilize and weatherproof the exterior envelope.
Install rough mechanical, electrical, fire protection, and plumbing systems.
Complete interiors, doors, windows and finishes.
Complete site improvements.

RECOMMENDATIONS
One of the goals for the historic Stout‐MacDonald House is to have this project serve as a best
practices example for redevelopment or restoration of a historic site and its relevance within
the context of the City’s historic resources when considering redevelopment projects and other
efforts of the City. This goal includes two significant design components: historic preservation
and rehabilitation in full compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and
utilization of environmentally sensitive design features that incorporates the adjacent park,
tennis courts and The Casements.
Historic buildings by design, and historic preservation as an activity, are sustainable activities
that respond to the needs of the redevelopment projects and the City’s comprehensive plan.
Appropriate preservation activities and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards encourage
practices that will result in sustainable decisions and the City’s comprehensive plan goals:
protection of historic materials, minimizing loss of historic fabric which saves resources by
discouraging wholesale demolition, replacement of historic materials in kind, most of which are
natural materials or comprised of natural ingredients (brick, stone, plaster), reduction of
transportation costs and use of fossil fuels (since most historic materials were obtained close to
the project site) and most historic buildings are located close to services and transportation.
We recommend compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and coordination
with the Division of Historical Resources. This report should be forwarded to DHR for a
courtesy review. That action will establish a relationship between DHR and the City of Ormond
Stout‐MacDonald House – City of Ormond Beach
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Beach. When grant applications are made to the State, this report should be referenced, which
will strengthen your application.

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS
1.

2.
3.

4.

5.

6.
7.

8.

Update the National Register Nomination Form and any related site files to reflect
additional historic data and the original construction date of 1903 as contained in
this report. Submit the application to the National Park Service through the State of
Florida Division of Historical Resources, for individual listing on the National Register
of Historic Places.
Comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.
Restore the building configuration to its historic period of concern appearance, i.e.,
ca. 1903 to 1940 and recognize the early historic significance by naming the resource
the Stout‐MacDonald House.
Submit this report to the State of Florida, Division of Historical Resources, for a
courtesy review, and to support the National Park Service submission for individual
listing.
Establish final uses for the building. This report recommends a mixed use occupancy
consisting of the Museum of Ormond Beach History on the ground floor and two
residential apartments on the upper floors.
Establish an action plan and schedule for rehabilitation of the Stout‐MacDonald
House.
Begin the application process for grant funding. Applications should be made to the
State of Florida, DHR, for a Special Category Grant and to Volusia County for an Echo
Grant.
Relocate the tennis pro shop and reconfigure the tennis court fencing to allow the
central park to have unimpeded public access at its north and south ends. Locating
the tennis pro shop at its south end will encourage use of the south parking lot for
tennis players, which will free up the north lot for museum use and commercial use
of shops along Granada. A site diagram of these synergies follows. (see next page)
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COSTS/BUDGET

A significant historic restoration project such as the historic Stout‐MacDonald House requires
attention to details that surpass the requirements of a typical development. Compliance with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards will guide the decision making process. Some
preservation issues will impact cost over standard construction due to the higher quality
inherent in preservation concepts. The return on investment is substantial: in terms of
sustainability, increased tourism, quality of life and increased property values, not only for the
project, but the surrounding neighborhood as well.
Costs are broken down into hard costs, typically construction costs; and soft costs which include
A/E fees, legal fees, surveys, consultant services and administration costs. This analysis will
focus on construction costs. For purposes of determining construction costs, a square foot
analysis of individual areas and components is utilized, based on the item by item analysis in the
report. This component methodology provides an understanding of the tasks involved and also
forms a basis for establishing small scope projects should phasing of the restoration be required.
Using the existing condition plans and historic configuration plans yields the following areas.

Building Areas:
First Floor. ........................................................................................................................... 1,955 s.f.
Second Floor ....................................................................................................................... 1,446 s.f.
Third Floor ........................................................................................................................... 1,202 s.f.
(Total enclosed conditioned area)................................................................................. 4,603 s.f.
South Porch…………………………………………………………… .......................................................... ….17 s.f.
North Porch ........................................................ ……………………………………………………………….310 s.f.
Total Open Air Spaces ……………………… ............................. ……………………………………………... 327 s.f.
Total For All Spaces……………………………………………………………………………………………….….. 4,930 s.f.
Total Roof Area (as a flat plane): 2,526 s.f.
There are various methodologies for estimating construction costs. The purpose of cost
estimates in the Historic Structure Report is to provide order of magnitude construction costs so
that the Owner can plan for funding, apply for grants and plan for phased construction in the
event of a funding shortfall. There are a number of unknowns as to construction item costs, as
systems are still under evaluation. Therefore, the general per square foot costs used and the
general scope should be recognized as preliminary. The following methodology and
assumptions were used to estimate these costs.
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Asbestos and Lead Based Paint: Cost estimate for asbestos and lead based paint abatement
were provided by EE&G Environmental Services. The exterior of the building has the greatest
concentration of lead based paint. While there may be ways to reduce these costs, we have
chosen to price full and complete abatement: asbestos abatement and disposal including final
air samples should cost between $9,000 and $12,000. Lead paint prep which includes hand
scraping the exterior of the building of loose paint and stabilizing the surface for repainting, TCLP
analysis for disposal should cost between $45,000 and $55,000.
General Construction: Basic renovation costs include repairs to walls floors, roofs, and
mechanical, plumbing and electrical systems. Based on similar projects around the state, we
would expect these costs, including porches, to be $120 to $150/square foot, or a range of
$500,000 to $665,000.
Plaster: Historic plaster restoration costs were provided by Randy Clark of Olde World Walls &
Ceilings. Randy has estimated that there is 10,000 to 15,000 square feet of plaster at $10 per
square foot for a total of $100,000 to $150,000.
Windows: Costs for window restoration was determined by contacting restoration artisans, in
particular Jodi Rubin of CCS Restoration. 6 @ $3,500; 6 @ $1,500; 31 @ $2,500 totals $107,500
for windows, plus 2 doors @ $2,000 and 1 door @ $1,000 totals $5,000 for doors.
Foundations: No costs for foundations or moving the building are included as these are not
appropriate, based on public input and cost analysis performed elsewhere in this report.
Elevator: Depending on the final program, an elevator may be required. Those costs are
assumed to include an exit stair, and construction as a separate element: budget estimate
$175,000.
Fire Sprinkler Systems: A fire sprinkler system is required. Those costs are estimated by
comparing a similar project. The fire sprinkler system at Rose Villa, 43 W. Granada, cost $55,000
in 2007. A simple C.P.I. calculator adjustment takes this to $65,000 in 2016.

Miscellaneous Costs: For miscellaneous project related costs, add the following percentage on
the above subtotal:
Site components
10%
General conditions, bonds, insurance, etc. 8%
General contractor overhead & profit
17%
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Using the above methodology yields the following:

Asbestos Abatement
Lead Based Paint Abatement
General construction
Plaster
Exterior windows and doors
Fire sprinkler system
SUBTOTAL
Site components @ 5%
General conditions, bonds, etc. @ 8%
G.C./overhead & profit @ 17%
TOTAL

Low
$ 9,000
45,000
600,000
100,000
100,000
60,000
$ 814,000
40,700
65,100
138,400
$1,058,200

High
$ 12,000
55,000
750,000
150,000
125,000
70,000
$1,077,000
53,850
86,150
183,000
$1,400,000

The above assumes a residential use for the upper two floors, which will not require an elevator.
If a commercial use is decided upon for those upper floors, then an elevator and second exit will
be required. That will likely add $200,000 or more to the above totals.
The above estimate is intended to provide an order of magnitude scope. For planning purposes,
assume an estimate error of 7.5% above or below the listed assumptions.
Based on the above methodology, the Stout‐MacDonald House restoration should have an order
of magnitude construction cost of $1,000,000 to $1,500,000.
Additional costs will include soft costs associated with design and construction.
The State of Florida DMS Fee Guide calculator projects Architectural/Engineering fees @ 9%.
Expenses for printing, advertising, travel and similar costs, legal fees, and administrative
expenses could add 1% to 3% more for a total of 10% to 12% of construction cost. Additionally,
if the project is constructed in phases over a number of years, costs will increase for inflation
and contractor mobilization/demobilization to accommodate each phase as well as re‐bidding
expenses related to each phase.
While no one can predict inflationary trends, we have found a 3.5% annual inflation factor
compounded annually to be a reasonable methodology for projecting future construction costs.
The consumer price index for the last 100 years has averaged 3.15% annually.
Adding the above total soft costs at 12% provides an order of magnitude project cost of
$1,120,000 to $1,680,000.
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It is important to recognize that many historic preservation projects are completed over a period
of several years as funds become available. Typically, these are municipal or non‐profit owned
buildings that are eligible for grant funds. The Stout‐MacDonald House is eligible for a Florida
DHR Special Category Grant of up to $500,000 with a cash match of $250,000. It is also eligible
for a Volusia County ECHO Grant. A number of the year 2015 grants were for $400,000, which is
the maximum available annually. The required match is 50/50 for the ECHO Grant. The funding
cap for a multi‐phased project is $2.4 million.
A first phase scope, using only the above funding sources to the maximum allowed, would total
$1,550,000. This total is derived from $500,000 DHR + $250,000 match + $400,000 ECHO +
$400,000 match. If full matching funds are not available, grants could be tailored to the amount
of cash on hand.
Applications could be made to the same agencies for additional phases if needed.
The following breaks down work items into smaller phases, and considers comments from
Commissioners at the February 21, 2017 City Commission workshop. At that time the
Commission indicated that an immediate Phase One should occur to address the most serious
issues. The City Manager has discretionary spending authority, up to $25,000. The following
phasing plan considers that limit for Phase One.
Phase One
The Phase One scope will include repairs to asphalt composition roof shingles; decking, framing
and wall repairs at the tower, specifically the southwest side; and complete replacement of the
flat roof of the tower. The tarp covering the east wall should be removed and all loose boards
re‐secured to the wall studs. Given the urgency of these repairs, and the limited budget, face
nailing of these boards will be acceptable. This work can be prioritized once the tarp has been
removed. The scope will be adjusted in order to assure that the budget will be met.
The exact scope cannot be determined until after the east elevation is uncovered. We
requested that the City arrange for access to the tower roof so that we can inspect and
determine a more specific scope. At that time, a local roofer should be available to assist with
estimating costs. This inspection has been scheduled for April 6, 2017. The findings will be
issued as an Addendum to this report.
Budget: $25,000
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Phase One‐A
The City Commission, at their February 21, 2017 workshop, expressed an interest in moving
forward with asbestos and lead abatement. Therefore, the Phase One scope can be expanded
to include that work, should the City decide to fund it beyond the City Manager’s discretionary
limit of $25,000.
The Phase One‐A scope will include the tower roof and wall repairs, other roofing repairs,
asbestos and lead paint abatement, re‐nailing east wall siding, and repainting the exterior of the
building. Painting estimates were obtained from Justin Bowden of JMB Painting in Key West.
The scope was described and the building scale communicated to Justin. The extent of lead
paint removal will require filling and caulking of the siding, one prime and two finish coats of
paint. A budget allowance of $40,000 to $45,000 for this level of preparation and finish work is
appropriate. The Phase One‐A costs will be deducted from the Phase Two costs to create a new
Phase Two‐A.

Asbestos abatement
Lead based paint abatement
Phase One tower/roofing repairs
Paint building exterior
Subtotal
Miscellaneous: @ 5%
General conditions, bonds, etc. @ 8%
General contractor overhead & profit @ 17%
TOTAL Phase One‐A Probable Construction

Low
$ 9,000
45,000
25,000
40,000
$119,000
5,950
9,520
20,230
$154,700

High
$ 12,000
55,000
35,000
45,000
$147,000
7,350
11,760
24,990
$191,100

Allowing for some error above or below these assumptions provides an order of magnitude
range of $140,000 to $200,000. Architectural/engineering fees and other soft costs are assumed
to add 12% which brings these costs to a budget range of:
Budget: 160,000 low to $225,000 high.
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Phase Two
For purposes of establishing phasing scopes, I have assumed that this phase will include
completion of the first floor as the Museum of Ormond Beach historic, including relocation of
the Pro Shop to the south side of the tennis courts. The second and third floors will have all
services and utilities roughed in only. This phase will also include asbestos and lead based paint
abatement.

Asbestos abatement
Lead based paint abatement
General construction activities
1st floor complete (2,000 s.f. @ $120 low/$150 high)
2nd floor rough in only @ 50%
(1,450 s.f. @ $60 low/$75 high)
3rd floor rough in only @ 50%
(1,200 s.f. @ $60 low/$75 high)
Fire sprinkler system complete
Plaster restoration: assume 40%
Subtotal
Site components, miscellaneous: @ 5%
General conditions, bonds, etc. @ 8%
General contractor overhead & profit @ 17%
TOTAL Phase Two Probable Construction

Low
$ 9,000
45,000

High
$ 12,000
55,000

240,000

300,000

87,000

109,000

72,000
60,000
40,000
$553,000
27,650
44,250
94,000
$718,900

90,000
70,000
60,000
$696,000
34,800
55,700
118,300
$904,800

Allowing for some error above or below these assumptions provides an order of magnitude
range of $680,000 to $950,000. Architectural/Engineering fees and other soft costs are assumed
to add 12% which brings these costs to a budget range of:
Budget: $760,000 low to $1,060,000 high.

Phase Two‐A
If the City proceeds with Phase One‐A, then those costs need to be deducted from the Phase
Two budget, which yields Phase Two‐A costs of:
Budget: $600,000 low to $835,000
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Phase Three
Phase three is assumed to complete the project. We have also assumed that it will add at least 2
years to the project time line. We have added a 7% inflation allowance into the total.
Low
High
General construction
2nd floor (1,450 s.f. @ $60 low/$75 high)
87,000
109,000
rd
72,000
90,000
3 floor (1,200 s.f. @ $60 low/$75 high)
Plaster restoration: assume 60%
60,000
90,000
Adjustments to fire sprinkler amount
10,000
15,000
Exterior windows and doors
100,000
150,000
Subtotal
$329,000
$454,000
Site components, miscellaneous: @ 5%
16,450
22,700
General conditions, bonds, etc. @ 8%
26,300
36,300
General contractor overhead & profit @ 17%
55,950
77,000
TOTAL (2018 cost)
$427,700
$590,000
Inflation adjustment @ 7%
30,000
41,300
Grand Total (2020 cost)
$457,700
$631,300
Again, these projections are intended to assist in budgeting and grant funding applications.
Allowing for some margin of error above or below these assumptions provides an order of
magnitude construction cost range of $425,000 to $675,000. Architectural/Engineering fees and
other soft costs are assumed to add 12% which brings these costs to:
Budget: $475,000 low to $750,000 high.
Total order of magnitude range for a phased project is estimated to be: $1,260,000 to
$1,835,000 with all Architectural/Engineering fees, soft costs and a 7% inflation allowance for
Phase Three.
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GRANT SOURCES

The following source list is presented to aid in procuring grants that may be available for this historic
rehabilitation/restoration project. There are many sources of funding available for historic preservation
projects. Our clients with similar projects have received grant funds from various sources, including
capital campaign funds, the local Tourist Development Council, Private Foundations, local government
funding, but by far the most significant amount of funding has come from the State of Florida.

Florida Department of State
Ken Detzner, Secretary of State
Division of Historical Resources
Grants
Contact Person: Yasha N. Rodriguez, Ph.D., Supervisor,
Historic Preservation Grants Program
yasha.rodriguez@dos.myflorida.com
Historic Preservation Grants in Aid Program:
Historic Preservation Small Matching Grants
Historic Museums Small Matching Grants
Historic Preservation & Historical Museums Special Category Grants
Further information is available at the Internet address:
http://dos.myflorida.com/historical/grants/
Also State of Florida
Department of Cultural Affairs:
CULTURAL FACILITIES PROGRAM
Local Tourist Development Councils or tourist promotion agencies are funding contributors to local
development. This project may be eligible.
Volusia County ECHO Grant
The Volusia ECHO grant provides grant fund to finance acquisition, restoration construction or
improvement of facilities to be used for environmental, cultural, historical and outdoor recreational
purposes. http://www.volusia.org/services/community‐services/echo/
United States Government, US Department of the Interior, National Parks Service
https://www.nps.gov/search/?affiliate=nps&query=historic%20preservation
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National Trust for Historic Preservation
The National Trust has a State funding Program for Historic Preservation that is funded through
corporation trust fund, (approx. $2,000,000 available)
Web site: https://savingplaces.org/grants

American Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA)
This organization provides historic preservation fund grants to preserve nationally significant
intellectual and cultural artifacts, historic structures and sites
Web Site: www.asla.org

Private Sector
Funding is also available from the private sector, specifically foundations and grants established by
individuals and corporations
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

The following documents are the result of field work conducted by the
architectural/engineering team from November 2 through November 6, 2016.
Documents include:












Photograph contact sheets
Existing site plan
Existing floor plan drawings
Existing building section
Existing roof plan
Existing exterior elevations
Probable historic floor plan drawings
Probable historic roof plan
Probable exterior elevations
Probable historic building sections
Field sketches
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Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-2

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-3

Nov 7, 2016 B&A

9-4

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-5

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-6

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-7

Nov 7, 2016 B&A

9-8

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-9

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-10

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-11

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-12

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-13

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-14

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-15

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A

9-16

Nov. 7, 2016 B&A
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Miller Photos of MacDonald House, Ormond Beach, Nov. 4 2016
Filename

Description

P1130863

front porch and streetscape, view to east

P1130864

front elevation and tower, view to southeast

P1130866

east side and adjacent building, view to south

P1130867

front porch, BBender, view to west

P1130868

front porch, BBender, view to west

P1130876

tower northwest foundation piers and brick screen, view to southeast

P1130877

tower northwest foundation piers, view to southeast

P1130878

west elevation foundation piers and concrete steps, view to east

P1130880

west elevation, bay window, tower, view to northeast

P1130881

south wall of addition, rafter tail differences, view to north

P1130883

south elevation east corner, ice machine shed, view to north

P1130884

rear entranceway, view to west

P1130885

rear entranceway, closed door opening on north side, view to northwest

P1130886

rear entranceway, door opening to cellar or cistern, view to west

P1130887

rear entranceway, door opening on south side, view to southwest

P1130888

rear entranceway, door trim details, view to southwest

P1130889

rear entranceway, door trim details, view to northwest

P1130890
view to west

south elevation window trim details showing original (left) and newer addition (right),

P1130891
view to east

south elevation window trim details showing original (left) and newer addition (right),

P1130892

west elevation window trim showing original (left) and newer (right), view to south

9-18

Jim Miller Site Visit Nov 4, 2016

9-19

9-20

1st Floor

9-21

9-22

2nd Floor

9-23

9-24

3rd Floor

9-25

Cellar

9-26

Exterior

9-27

Exterior

9-28

Exterior

9-29

Exterior

9-30

Exterior

9-31

9-32

9-33

9-34

9-35

9-36

9-37

3-38

9-39

9-40

9-41

9-42

9-43

9-44

9-45

9-46

9-47

9-48

9-49

9-50

9-51

9-52

9-53

9-54

9-55

9-56

9-57

9-58

9-59

9-60

9-61

9-62

9-63

9-64

9-65
6999
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EE&G ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES REPORTS

Environmental contamination was investigated as a part of our existing conditions
assessment. EE&G Environmental Services performed inspection and testing which resulted
in the three reports that follow:




Water damaged building material assessment
Pre‐renovation asbestos survey report
Lead based paint survey report
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5751 Miami Lakes Drive
Miami Lakes, Florida 33014
(305) 374-8300
(305) 374-9004

EE&G Environmental Services, LLC

November 23, 2016
Project No. 2016-2431
Mr. Bert Bender
Bender & Associates Architects
410 Angela Street
Key West, FL 33040
Subject:

Water Damaged Building Material Assessment
Historic MacDonald House
38 East Granada Boulevard
Ormond Beach, Florida

Dear Mr. Bender:
EE&G Environmental Services, LLC (EE&G) was retained by Bender & Associates Architects
(Client) to provide an assessment for the presence of water damage and mold impacted
materials at the above-referenced location. The purpose of the assessment was to obtain an
understanding of the extent of the water-damaged materials in the subject area. This report is
made based on observations made during the assessment that was conducted on November
11, 2016 by Garmel Simeus and Hiram Aguiar of EE&G. This assessment was made in
anticipation of planned renovations.
LIMITATIONS
This report has been prepared by EE&G in a manner consistent with that level of care and skill
ordinarily exercised by members of the profession currently practicing under similar conditions.
No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.
EE&G's interpretations and
recommendations are based upon the results of sample analyses, as well as investigative work.
Other conditions elsewhere in the subject building may differ from those in the
inspected/surveyed locations and such conditions are unknown, may change over time and
have not been considered.
Since the dynamics of water intrusion and mold-growth on building materials often involves
damage to hidden areas (such as wall cavities and chases), it is possible that this assessment
did not result in the identification of damage to areas not readily accessible. The Client is urged
to proceed with recommendations presented herein with due caution.
Changes or modifications to the site made after the site inspection are not covered. The
parameters tested are limited by the sampling methodologies employed for this investigation.
These limitations include, but are not restricted to, the sample locations chosen, number of
samples collected, and the statistical validity of sampling and analytical methods.
EE&G will not be responsible for the interpretation or use by others of data developed pursuant
to the compilation of this report. This report reflects conditions, operations, and practices as
observed on the date and time of the site inspection only. The interpretations and
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recommendations, stated in this report, are based on previous environmental studies and
research conclusions. EE&G does not warrant the use of any segregated portions of this report.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
Visual Assessment
A visual assessment was performed in the subject building which included the first, second and
third floors of the house. The assessment was limited to visual inspection of accessible portions
of the subject areas. Accessible areas were defined as those areas that can be accessed
without the use of tools or ladders. Destructive techniques (test holes) were not installed in
walls as a substantial historical renovation of the house was implied by the client. The purpose
of the inspection was to identify water-damaged or assumed mold growth (AMG)-impacted
building materials.
General Air Quality and Thermal Comfort
Relative humidity, temperature, and dewpoint readings were collected using a Protimeter
Moisture Measurement System (MMS) manufactured by GE Protimeter. A thin film capacitive
sensor was used for RH measurement; results were reported in percent (%). A Thermistor
sensor was used for temperature measurement; results were reported in degrees Fahrenheit
(F). Dewpoint measurements were calculated by the device based on the current temperature
and relative humidity readings; results were reported in degrees Fahrenheit (F).
The current American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers
(ASHRAE) Standard 55-2004 does not provide a specific recommendation for maintaining RH in
an indoor environment. However, the standard does establish an upper boundary for dew point
at 62.2F. ASHRAE Standard 62.1-2007 provides an additional guideline of 65% or less for RH
where air conditioning systems with dehumidification capabilities are used. The upper dew
point temperature can occur at various combinations of temperature and RH
The current ASHREA Standard 55-2004 is only intended to provide acceptable thermal comfort
guidelines for building occupants and is not intended to be used to maintain conditions that may
prevent indoor microbial growth. It should be noted that no documented RH value exists in this
standard as a threshold that indicates when mold growth will occur on building materials or
surfaces. However, RH values and dew point temperatures are related. At a given temperature,
increasing RH, produces an increasing dew point temperature and may increase the likelihood
of surface condensation and the potential for mold growth. Certain building system components
can be cooler than the maximum allowable dew point established by the Standard and
therefore, condensation and the potential for mold growth may occur. Furthermore, as RH in an
indoor environment increases above 60 to 65%, the increased moisture in the air translates into
an increase in the specific water activity of adjacent surfaces. As the specific water activity of a
surface increases, the likelihood of mold growth increases. For the purposes of this report, this
data is interpreted accordingly:


Temperature – Thermal comfort range is not specified under current AHSREA
guidelines. However, previous standards as well as the general industry
recognize a range between 70 and 80F as being a valid thermal comfort range.
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Relative Humidity – Thermal comfort in the current ASHREA standard is
expressed as a humidity ratio. However, based on previous standards as well as
the general industry standard a relative humidity below 60% is considered
acceptable for thermal comfort. Concentrations below 65% for control of surface
mold growth (non-ASHREA) as described above.



Dew Point – Below 62.2F based on ASHREA 55-2004.

Moisture Content Testing
The moisture content of building materials was measured using a Protimeter Moisture
Measurement System (MMS) manufactured by GE Protimeter. This instrument reports results
in percent (%) Wood-Moisture-Equivalent (WME). Percent WME is the moisture level of a
building material other than wood expressed as moisture content of wood. A reading above
20% in a building material was considered a high reading for the purpose of this report. High
readings indicate an excessive amount of moisture in the tested building material and should be
investigated further.
The percent WME was categorized into the following classifications:


Less than 18% WME - The material was in a safe, dry condition. Moisturerelated problems of decay and deterioration were not likely to occur.



From 18% to 20% WME - The material was in a borderline condition. Moisture–
related problems of decay and deterioration were possible under certain
conditions.



Greater than 20% WME - The material was in a wet condition. Moisture-related
problems of decay and deterioration were likely to occur in time unless the
moisture level of the material was reduced.

FINDINGS
Property Description
The three-story Victorian-style home was built in 1895. The historical house was observed to be
constructed primarily of wood and metal; interior walls were observed to be finished with painted
plaster board; ceilings were finished with painted plaster board and ceiling tiles. Floors were
observed to be finished with ceramic tile, vinyl floor tile, and carpet over wood. The heating
ventilation and air-conditioning (HVAC) system was insulated fiber-glass sheet metal or
fiberglass flex duct. The exterior walls were observed to be painted wood. The roof was
observed to be finished with asphalt shingles. (photo1).
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Visual Assessment
Water damage and AMG was observed to have impacted over 25% of the plaster walls and
ceiling of the first floor. The pattern of water damage and AMG appeared to be caused by
failure of the building envelop (roof and walls) as well as due to chronic elevated humidity.
Wood flooring was in poor condition throughout the house due to water damage. The moisture
content of the materials tested ranged from 19% to 85% WME. Examples of the damage and
impacts observed are presented below. Pictures are attached to this report.


Water damage and elevated WME was observed on the northwest wall of the
first floor community office (photo 2). The ceiling was observed to be collapsed in
this room due to water intrusion.



Water damage and AMG was observed on the walls of the northeast room
community office. The ceiling was observed to be collapsed in this room due to
water damage (photo 3).



The west wall of the pro shop was observed to be water damaged and cracking
(photo 4).



AMG was observed on intact plaster ceiling of the first floor pro shop (photos 5
and 6).



AMG was observed on the duct work of the A/C unit in the closet of the first floor
(photo 7).

Water damage and AMG were observed on over 50% of the plaster walls and ceiling on the
second floor. The wood flooring was in poor condition due to water damage and observed to be
a hazard of caving in, in some areas. The ceiling was observed to be collapsed in some areas
due to water damage. The moisture content of the materials tested ranged between 19% and
87% WME. Examples of the floors condition are listed below with attached pictures:


Wood flooring throughout the second floor was in poor condition due to water
damage and generally unsafe (photo 8).



AMG and water damage were observed on walls throughout the second floor
(photo 9).



Plaster ceiling were observed to be collapsed due to water damage in studio 1 of
the second floor (photo 10).

Water damage and AMG were observed on over 50% of the plaster walls and ceiling on the
third floor. The wood flooring was in poor condition due to water damage and observed to be a
hazard of caving in, in some areas. The ceiling was observed to be collapsed in some areas
due to water damage. The moisture content of the materials tested ranged between 19% and
87% WME. Examples of the floors condition are listed below with attached pictures:


Wood flooring throughout on the third floor was in poor condition due to water
damage and generally unsafe (photo 11).
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AMG and water damage were observed on walls throughout the third floor
(photos 12 and 13).



Plaster ceiling were observed to be collapsed due to water damage in studio 1 of
the third floor (photo 14).

HVAC Assessment
One direct expansion air handling unit was observed in a closet on the first floor. A second unit
which located on the third floor is servicing both the second and third floor was not in operation
and could not be observed due lack of access (photo 15 and 16).
Environmental Parameter Testing
Table 1 presents the findings of the environmental parameter testing performed in the subject
area on November 11, 2016. It should be noted that air conditioning unit that service both 2nd
and 3rd floors was not in operation when these readings were taken and appeared to be
inoperable due to the state of these two floors.
Table 1.
Location
Ambient Outdoor
First Floor
Second Floor
Third Floor
1

ASHRAE Target

Relative Humidity (%)
41.3
47.3
50.5
56.0

Temperature (°F)
77.6
76.5
77.2
78.3

Dewpoint (°F)
52.8
55.0
57.2
61.4

60%-65% or below

70-80°F

Below 62.2°F

1. Target levels recommended by the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE).

CONCLUSIONS
The building was impacted by a combination of direct water intrusion (through the roof system
and walls) as well as potential for elevated humidity due to lack of air conditioning.


Observations made of the roof system and exterior walls strongly suggest that
they have failed and resulted in water intrusion. On the interior of the subject
area, the presence of elevated moisture in the plaster/sheetrock that comprised
the ceilings as well as significant areas of mold growth demonstrate that the
water intrusion through the roof and walls: a) resulted in mold growth and b) was
likely active meaning that mold growth will continue. Additional materials may be
present in wall cavities or areas that were not accessed during this assessment.



While the relative humidity and dewpoint readings collected did not exceeded the
ASHRAE recommended criteria, ambient conditions during the time of this
assessment were mild. Given the lack of an operational air conditioning system
it is the opinion of EE&G that humidity driven mold growth will occur and will
continue.
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The potential for elevated relative humidity and observed direct water intrusion
resulted in mold growth which may have an impact on the quality of the indoor
air.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the conclusions of this assessment, EE&G recommends the following:


The roof and exterior walls should be assessed by a qualified contractor and
repairs effected to eliminate water intrusion.



Once the roof system and walls are made water tight, remediation of impacted
interior materials should be performed. Given the extent of water and mold
impacted materials as well as the ongoing nature of water sources which will
allow growth to spread, it is the opinion of EE&G that the house should be
remediated by the complete removal of interior materials including walls,
ceiling and some flooring. Remediation work should be done by a qualified
and licensed mold remediation contractor in accordance with the standard of
care and State regulations.



The wooden floor of the second and third floors should be evaluated by a
qualified engineer as they may require shoring so as to accomadate safe
remediation of floor 3 areas.



The HVAC system should be assessed by a qualified mechanical contractor for
the purpose of determining if the unit on the third floor can be made operable or
should be replaced.



Obtain an asbestos survey of the area prior to remediation.

EE&G appreciates the opportunity to assist you with this project. If you have any questions or
require clarifications please do not hesitate to contact us at (305) 374-8300.
Respectfully Submitted,
Garmel Simeus
Associate Staff Professional
EE&G

Jay W. Sall, CIH
IH Practice Director
EE&G
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Photo 1: Historic MacDonald House in Ormond Beach, Florida

Photo 2: Water damage and AMG on northwest Wall of the community office of the first floor
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Photo 3: Water damage and AMG on the wall of the community office of the first floor

Photo 4: AMG and water damage on the west wall and ceiling in the pro shop of the first floor
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Photo 5: AMG on intact ceiling and damage wall in the pro shop of the first floor

Photo 6: AMG on intact ceiling and damaged wall in the pro shop of the fist floor
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Photo 7: AMG on duct work of the AC unit in the closet of the first floor

Photo 8: Unsafe flooring condition on the second floor
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Photo 9: Water damage wall collapsed on the second floor

Photo 10: AMG observed on AC duct of second floor bedroom
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Photo 11: Unsafe flooring condition on the third floor

Photo 12: AMG and water damage on corner walls of the southwest room of the third floor
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Photo 13: Water damage wall collapsed in third floor studio

Photo 14: Collapsed plaster ceiling in third floor studio
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Photo 15: AC unit on the first floor was not accessible

Photo 16: AC unit on the third floor was not accessible
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5751 Miami Lakes Drive
Miami Lakes, Florida 33014
Tel (305) 374-8300
Fax (305) 374-9004
www.eeandg.com

Environmental Services, LLC

November 23, 2016
EE&G Project # 2016-2431
Mr. Bert Bender
Bender & Associates Architects
410 Angela Street
Key West, FL 33040
Subject:

Pre-renovation Asbestos Survey Report
Historic MacDonald House Renovations
38 East Granada Boulevard
Ormond Beach, Florida

Dear Mr. Bender,
EE&G Environmental Services, LLC (EE&G) was retained by Bender & Associates Architects,
(Client) to conduct an asbestos survey at the historic MacDonald house located at the abovereferenced address. The survey was performed on November 11, 2016, by Mr. Garmel Simeus
of EE&G certified under the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act, (AHERA). The
purpose of this asbestos survey was to identify the presence, extent, and condition of asbestoscontaining materials (ACM) that may be impacted as a result of planned renovations for
compliance with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), Volusia County and applicable State and Federal
Guidelines.
SUMMARY
EE&G collected a total of 25 samples of the following materials:













Gray 12” w/black accent vinyl floor tile (VFT).
Tan linoleum flooring.
Black carpet padding.
White drywall system.
White plaster wall finish.
White plaster ceiling finish.
White wood mortar.
White 2’x4’ acoustic ceiling tile (CT).
Brown wood paneling mastic.
White duct mastic.
White siding caulk.
White window caulk

Asbestos was found in amounts greater than 1% in the tan linoleum, and the brown wood
paneling mastic, and therefore are considered to be ACM. See attached laboratory results.
INSPECTION METHODS
The specified interior/exterior building materials as per the provided plans were inspected for
suspect ACM, unless otherwise noted. Each observed suspect material was described and
Miami
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sampled. Samples were collected according to procedures established by EPA in 40 CFR 763.
Samples were sent to EMSL Laboratories in Orlando, Florida for analysis. Upon arrival at the
laboratory, the samples were logged-in and stored for analysis. Analyses were performed using
the polarized light microscopy (PLM) method of asbestos detection using guidelines and
procedures established in the Method for the Determination of Asbestos in Bulk Building
Materials (EPA-600/R-93-116 July, 1993). Results were provided as percent (%) asbestos by
volume. Samples found to contain greater than 1% asbestos were considered positive and
listed as ACM.
LIMITATIONS OF SURVEY
This asbestos inspection report has been prepared by EE&G in a manner consistent with
industry standards exercised by members of the profession practicing under similar conditions.
No other warranty, expressed or implied is made. The intent of this survey report is to assist the
owner or client in locating ACM. Under no circumstances is this survey to be utilized as a
proposal or a project specification document without the expressed written consent of EE&G.
The survey was conducted to identify suspect ACM in accessible interior areas of the subject
areas (no roofs) as per the Client provided plans. If other areas at this location are to be
impacted during planned or future renovations, a separate asbestos survey of these areas will
be required. Some ACM may not have been discovered due to inaccessibility or
missing/incomplete plans. Suspect materials discovered subsequent to the issue of this survey
report should be sampled and analyzed to determine asbestos content and to initiate
appropriate responses.
Analyses were carried out by PLM. While the most commonly accepted analytical method for
detecting asbestos in bulk materials, PLM is known to have limited resolution and may not
detect extremely small asbestos fibers. Certain materials, notably vinyl floor tiles, may contain
extremely fine asbestos fibers that are beyond the resolution of PLM.
EE&G's interpretations and recommendations are based upon the results of sample collection
and analyses in compliance with environmental regulations, quality control and assurance
standards, and the scope of work as indicated in EE&G’s proposal. The results, conclusions,
and recommendations contained in this report pertain to conditions observed at the time of the
survey. Other conditions elsewhere in the subject building(s) may differ from those in the
inspected/surveyed locations and, such conditions are unknown, may change over time, and
have not been considered.
This report was prepared solely for the use of EE&G’s client, and is not intended for use by third
party beneficiaries. The client shall indemnify and hold EE&G harmless against liability for loss
arising out of or relating to reliance by a third party on work performed thereunder, or the
contents of this report. EE&G will not be held responsible for the interpretation or use by others
of data developed pursuant to the compilation of this report, or for use of segregated portions of
this report.
SURVEY AREA DESCRIPTION AND OBSERVATIONS


The three-story Victorian-style home was built in 1895. The historical house was
observed to be constructed primarily of wood and metal; interior walls were observed to

MACDONALD HOUSE RENO SURVEY

10-18

Mr. Bert Bender
November 23, 2016
Page 3
be finished with painted plaster board; ceilings were finished with painted plaster board
and ceiling tiles. Floors were observed to be finished with ceramic tile, vinyl floor tile, and
carpet over wood. The heating ventilation and air-conditioning (HVAC) system was
insulated fiber-glass sheet metal or fiberglass flex duct. The exterior walls were
observed to be painted wood. The roof was observed to be finished with asphalt
shingles. Plumbing components observed were not insulated. Additional plumbing
components may be hidden behind hard walls and hard ceilings. Fire proofing was not
observed. EE&G reviewed Client provided plans (attached) in order to determine
building materials likely to be impacted during the renovations. Upon review, EE&G
designed this survey to include and be limited to sampling of the interior and exterior
walls, floors, and ceilings.
RESULTS
The results of the PLM analyses and assessment of suspect ACM are as follows:
Asbestos-containing materials (ACM)
Asbestos was found in amounts greater than 1 percent in the following material and therefore
are considered ACM:



Brown Linoleum (20% Chrysotile) found in foyer to stairwell on the first floor
(Approx. 30 SF).
Brown mastic (6% Chrysotile) found on the back of the wood paneling (adhering
to plaster system) on the second floor (Approx. 800 SF of existing or former
paneling areas with mastic).

*Additional amounts of these materials may be located in the renovations areas.
Nonasbestos-containing materials
Asbestos was not detected in the following material:











Gray 12” w/black accent vinyl floor tile (VFT).
Black carpet padding.
White drywall system.
White plaster wall finish.
White plaster ceiling finish
White wood mortar.
White 2’x4’ acoustic ceiling tile (CT).
White duct mastic.
White siding caulk.
White window caulk.

The original laboratory report is attached.
CONCLUSIONS
The tan linoleum flooring and the brown wood paneling mastic were found to be ACM.
MACDONALD HOUSE RENO SURVEY
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CATEGORY I NONFRIABLE ACM
This nonfriable ACM tan linoleum flooring and the brown wood paneling mastic were found to be
ACM. These nonfriable materials must be removed prior to renovation activities that will crush,
abrade, or pulverize its matrix. Removal and disposal of this material must be performed by a
Florida-licensed Asbestos Contractor. However, if these materials are not to be impacted during
the renovation, then no other special handling is required.
If other specific areas at this location (i.e. exterior mansards or roof decks) are to be impacted
during planned renovations, an asbestos survey of these areas will be required. Suspect
materials discovered after this inspection should be sampled and analyzed to determine
asbestos content and to initiate appropriate responses.
The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) require notification of intent to
abate or demolish. Notification must be sent at least 10 working days prior to the start of any
demolition activities. The general contractor should also keep a copy of this survey at the
demolition site during the entire project as proof of compliance with 40 CFR 61 (NESHAP).
EE&G appreciates the opportunity to provide you and your organization with environmental
consulting services. If you have any questions or require further clarifications, please do not
hesitate to contact us at (305) 374-8300.
Sincerely,

Reviewed by

Richard Grupenhoff
OH Operations Manager
EE&G

Jay W. Sall, CIH
IH Practice Director, EE&G
Asbestos Consultant #AX0000011

Attachments: Laboratory Report
Figures
Photographs
Certificates
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PLM LABORATORY RESULTS
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EMSL Order: 341612226

EMSL Analytical, Inc.

Customer ID: EEG50F

3303 PARKWAY CENTER COURT Orlando, FL 32808

Customer PO:

Tel/Fax: (407) 599-5887 / (407) 599-9063

Project ID:

http://www.EMSL.com / orlandolab@emsl.com

Attention: Garmel Simeus

EE & G

Phone:

(407) 880-4377

Fax:

(407) 886-3701

2240 E Semoran Blvd

Received Date: 11/14/2016 3:00 PM

Suite 2240

Analysis Date:

11/17/2016

Apopka, FL 32703
Collected Date:
Project: 2016-2431-01, Bender & Associates Architects, MacDonald House- Asb Survey

11/14/2016

Test Report: Asbestos Analysis of Bulk Materials via EPA 600/R-93/116 Method using Polarized
Light Microscopy
Non-Asbestos
Sample

Description

Appearance

001-Floor Tile

Men's Bathroom- 1st
Fl - Gray 12" W/
Black Accent VFT &
Glue

Gray
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

Men's Bathroom- 1st
Fl - Gray 12" W/
Black Accent VFT &
Glue

Yellow
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

Women's Bathroom1st Fl - Gray 12" W/
Black Accent VFT &
Glue

341612226-0001

001-Mastic
341612226-0001A

002-Floor Tile
341612226-0002

002-Mastic
341612226-0002A

003
341612226-0003

% Fibrous

Asbestos
% Non-Fibrous

% Type

100% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

98% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Gray
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

100% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Women's Bathroom1st Fl - Gray 12" W/
Black Accent VFT &
Glue

Yellow
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

100% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Foyer To Stairwell- 1st
Fl - Tan Linoleum
Flooring

Brown
Fibrous
Heterogeneous

75% Non-fibrous (Other)

25% Chrysotile

Studio 2- 2nd Fl Black Carpet Padding
Residue

Gray
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

100% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Studio 1- 2nd Fl Black Carpet Padding
Residue

Black
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

100% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Hallway- 1st Floor White Drywall System

Beige
Fibrous
Homogeneous

70% Gypsum
23% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Hallway- 1st Floor White Drywall System

White
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

20% Ca Carbonate
80% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

A/C Closet- 3rd Floor
- White Drywall
System

Tan
Fibrous
Heterogeneous

65% Gypsum
20% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

A/C Closet- 3rd Floor
- White Drywall
System

White
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

15% Ca Carbonate
85% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Pro Shop (Mid)- 1st Fl
- White Plaster (Wall)

White
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

15% Ca Carbonate
85% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Pro Shop (Mid)- 1st Fl
- White Plaster (Wall)

Beige
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

35% Quartz
10% Ca Carbonate
55% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Community Office1st Fl - White Plaster
(Ceiling)

White
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

15% Ca Carbonate
85% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

2% Cellulose

This is a composite result of both vinyl and backing layer.
Inseparable mastic layer.

004
341612226-0004

005
341612226-0005

006-Drywall
341612226-0006

006-Joint Compound
341612226-0006A

007-Drywall
341612226-0007

007-Joint Compound
341612226-0007A

008-Skim Coat
341612226-0008

008-Base Coat
341612226-0008A

009-Skim Coat
341612226-0009

7% Cellulose
<1% Glass

15% Cellulose

Initial report from: 11/17/2016 14:33:38
ASB_PLM_0008 - 1.71 Printed: 11/17/2016 2:33 PM
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Test Report: Asbestos Analysis of Bulk Materials via EPA 600/R-93/116 Method using Polarized
Light Microscopy
Non-Asbestos
Sample

Description

Appearance

009-Base Coat

Community Office1st Fl - White Plaster
(Ceiling)

Beige
Fibrous
Homogeneous

Studio 4- 2nd Fl White Plaster
(Ceiling)

341612226-0009A

010-Skim Coat
341612226-0010

010-Base Coat
341612226-0010A

011-Skim Coat

012
341612226-0012

013

White
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

15% Ca Carbonate
85% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Studio 4- 2nd Fl White Plaster
(Ceiling)

Beige
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

45% Quartz
10% Ca Carbonate
45% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Studio 2- 2nd Fl White Plaster (Wall)

White
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

45% Quartz
15% Ca Carbonate
40% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Studio 2- 2nd Fl White Plaster (Wall)

Tan
Fibrous
Heterogeneous

45% Quartz
15% Ca Carbonate
38% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

NW Room- 3rd Fl White Plaster
(Ceiling)

Tan
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

45% Quartz
15% Ca Carbonate
40% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

NE Room- 2nd Fl White Wood Mortar

Beige
Fibrous
Homogeneous

50% Quartz
5% Ca Carbonate
43% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

SW Room- 3rd Fl White Wood Mortar

Tan
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

45% Quartz
15% Ca Carbonate
40% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Pro Shop 2- 1st Fl White 2' x 4'
Acoustical CT

Beige
Fibrous
Homogeneous

40% Cellulose
20% Glass

20% Perlite
20% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Community Office1st Fl - White 2' x 4'
Acoustical CT

Tan
Fibrous
Heterogeneous

45% Cellulose
12% Glass

20% Perlite
23% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Studio 2- 2nd Fl Brown Wood Paneling
Mastic

Brown
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

94% Non-fibrous (Other)

6% Chrysotile

Studio 1- 2nd Fl Brown Wood Paneling
Mastic

Yellow
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

100% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

A/C Closet- 1st Fl White Duct Mastic

Beige
Fibrous
Homogeneous

15% Cellulose

85% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

A/C Closet- 1st Fl White Duct Mastic

Silver/Yellow
Fibrous
Heterogeneous

5% Cellulose
70% Glass

25% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

341612226-0013

014
341612226-0014

015
341612226-0015

016
341612226-0016

017
341612226-0017

018
341612226-0018

019-Mastic
341612226-0019

019-Insulation

% Type

None Detected

341612226-0011A

341612226-0019A

2% Hair

Asbestos
% Non-Fibrous

45% Quartz
53% Non-fibrous (Other)

341612226-0011

011-Base Coat

% Fibrous

2% Cellulose

2% Hair

Result includes a small amount of inseparable attached material

020-Mastic

Hallway- 2nd Fl White Duct Mastic

White
Fibrous
Homogeneous

25% Cellulose

75% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Hallway- 2nd Fl White Duct Mastic

Silver/Yellow
Fibrous
Heterogeneous

5% Cellulose
70% Glass

25% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

3% Cellulose

97% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

5% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

341612226-0020

020-Insulation
341612226-0020A

Result includes a small amount of inseparable attached material

021-Mastic

A/C Closet- 3rd Fl White Duct Mastic

Tan
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

A/C Closet- 3rd Fl White Duct Mastic

White
Fibrous
Homogeneous

341612226-0021

021-Tape
341612226-0021A

95% Glass
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EMSL Order: 341612226

EMSL Analytical, Inc.

Customer ID: EEG50F

3303 PARKWAY CENTER COURT Orlando, FL 32808

Customer PO:

Tel/Fax: (407) 599-5887 / (407) 599-9063

Project ID:

http://www.EMSL.com / orlandolab@emsl.com

Test Report: Asbestos Analysis of Bulk Materials via EPA 600/R-93/116 Method using Polarized
Light Microscopy
Non-Asbestos
Description

Appearance

022

Wood Siding- NW
Side - White Caulk

White
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

100% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

White
Non-Fibrous
Heterogeneous

100% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Window- West Side White Caulk

White
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

100% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

Window- West Side White Caulk

White
Non-Fibrous
Homogeneous

100% Non-fibrous (Other)

None Detected

341612226-0022

% Fibrous

Asbestos

Sample

% Non-Fibrous

% Type

Inseparable paint / coating layer included in analysis

Wood Siding- North
Porch - White Caulk

023
341612226-0023

Inseparable paint / coating layer included in analysis

024
341612226-0024

025
341612226-0025

Analyst(s)

Jhon Rosario (15)
Timothy Kleehammer (21)

Carlos Rivadeneyra, Asbestos Lab Manager
or Other Approved Signatory

EMSL maintains liability limited to cost of analysis . This report relates only to the samples reported and may not be reproduced, except in full, without written approval by EMSL. EMSL bears no
responsibility for sample collection activities or analytical method limitations. Interpretation and use of test results are the responsibility of the client. This report must not be used by the client to claim
product certification, approval, or endorsement by NVLAP, NIST or any agency of the federal government . Non-friable organically bound materials present a problem matrix and therefore EMSL
recommends gravimetric reduction prior to analysis. Samples received in good condition unless otherwise noted. Estimated accuracy, precision and uncertainty data available upon request. Unless
requested by the client, building materials manufactured with multiple layers (i.e. linoleum, wallboard, etc.) are reported as a single sample. Reporting limit is 1%
Samples analyzed by EMSL Analytical, Inc. Orlando, FL NVLAP Lab Code 101151-0
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Photo #1: Exterior of MacDonald House in Ormond Beach, Florida.

Photo #2: Typical ACM linoleum flooring in foyer to stairwells – first floor
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Photo #3: Typical ACM brown mastic behind wood paneling (adhering to plaster system)
2nd floor Studio – Approx. 800 SF of walls total
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Effective Dates

2016-07-01 through 2017-06-30
For the National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Program

This laboratory is accredited in accordance with the recognized International Standard ISO/IEC 17025:2005.
This accreditation demonstrates technical competence for a defined scope and the operation of a laboratory quality
management system (refer to joint ISO-ILAC-IAF Communique dated January 2009).

Asbestos Fiber Analysis

is accredited by the National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Program for specific services,
listed on the Scope of Accreditation, for:

Orlando, FL

EMSL Analytical, Inc.

NVLAP LAB CODE: 101151-0

Certificate of Accreditation to ISO/IEC 17025:2005

United States Department of Commerce
National Institute of Standards and Technology

EPA 600/M4-82-020: Interim Method for the Determination of Asbestos in Bulk Insulation Samples

EPA 600/R-93/116: Method for the Determination of Asbestos in Bulk Building Materials

18/A01

18/A03

Description

U.S. EPA's "Interim Transmission Electron Microscopy Analytical Methods-Mandatory and
Nonmandatory-and Mandatory Section to Determine Completion of Response Actions" as found in
40 CFR, Part 763, Subpart E, Appendix A.

Code

18/A02

Airborne Asbestos Analysis

Description

Code

Bulk Asbestos Analysis

NVLAP LAB CODE 101151-0

3303 Parkway Center Court
Orlando, FL 32808
Dr. Blanca Cortes
Phone: 407-599-5887 Fax: 407-599-9063
Email: bcortes@emsl.com
http://www.emsl.com

EMSL Analytical, Inc.

SCOPE OF ACCREDITATION TO ISO/IEC 17025:2005

National Voluntary
Laboratory Accreditation Program

ASBESTOS FIBER ANALYSIS
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, LLC

LEAD-BASED PAINT SURVEY REPORT
FOR
MACDONALD HOUSE
38 EAST GRANADA BOULEVARD
ORMOND BEACH, FLORIDA 32174

Prepared for

BENDER & ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS
410 ANGELA STREET
KEY WEST, FLORIDA 33040
ATTENTION: MR. BERT BENDER

Prepared by
Hiram A. Aguiar
EPA Lead Risk Assessor Certificate #FL-R-9781-1

EE&G Environmental Services, LLC
5751 Miami Lakes Drive
Miami Lakes, Florida 33014
(305) 374-8300
www.eeandg.com
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SECTION 1.0
INTRODUCTION
1.1

INTRODUCTION

At the request of Bender & Associates Architects (Client), EE&G Environmental Services, LLC
(EE&G) conducted Lead-Based Paint (LBP) testing of the MacDonald House located at 38 East
Granada Boulevard in Ormond Beach, Florida. The survey was conducted on November 11,
2016 by Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Lead-Based Paint Risk Assessor Hiram Aguiar
of EE&G. EE&G’s scope of work for this project consisted of evaluating the subject facility
utilizing an X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) instrument to assess for lead concentrations in selected
painted building components in preparation of upcoming renvoations.
1.2

OWNER INFORMATION
CITY OF ORMOND BEACH
ORMOND BEACH WELCOME CENTER
38 EAST GRANADA BOULEVARD
ORMOND BEACH, FL 32174

1.3

EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS

A copy of Renovate Right: Important Lead Hazard Information for Families, Child Care
Providers, and Schools has been provided in Appendix A of this report. Federal law requires
that individuals receive certain information before renovating more than two square feet of
painted surfaces in housing, child care facilities and schools built before 1978.


Homeowners and tenants: renovators must give you this pamphlet before
starting work.



Child-care facilities, including preschools and kindergarten classrooms, and the
families of children under the age of six that attend those facilities: renovators
must provide a copy of this pamphlet to child-care facilities and general
renovation information to families whose children attend those facilities.

Federal law requires contractors that disturb lead-based paint in homes, child care facilities and
schools built before 1978 to be certified and follow specific work practices to prevent lead
contamination. Contractors must provide certification prior to renovations.

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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SECTION 2.0
BUILDING DESCRIPTION
MACDONALD HOUSE - 38 EAST GRANADA BOULEVARD, ORMOND BEACH, FL
The three-story Victorian-style home was built in 1895. The historical house was observed to be
constructed primarily of wood and metal; interior walls were observed to be finished with painted
plaster board; ceilings were finished with painted plaster board and ceiling tiles. Floors were
observed to be finished with ceramic tile, vinyl floor tile, and carpet over wood. The heating
ventilation and air-conditioning (HVAC) system was insulated fiber-glass sheet metal or
fiberglass flex duct. The exterior walls were observed to be painted wood. The roof was
observed to be finished with asphalt shingles.

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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SECTION 3.0
METHODS AND LIMITATIONS
3.1

XRF METHODS

The limited inspection was performed based on a modified version of the protocol established in
the “Guidelines for the Evaluation and Control of Lead-Based Paint Hazards in Housing” by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in June 1995. A portable spectrum
analyzing XRF instrument manufactured by Innov-X Systems was utilized to perform a LBP
inspection of suspect interior and exterior painted building components of the building located at
the subject property. The XRF serial number was 5512, and last date of calibration was
September 18, 2012.
The XRF instrument performs a self-calibration test on startup. The calibration was then verified
using a known standard from the United States Department of Commerce National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST). QA/QC measurements were taken with the Level III (1.04
mg/cm2) NIST standard at the beginning and end of the inspection. XRF test results expressed
lead concentrations in milligram per square centimeter (mg/cm2). The results were stored in the
XRF for later retrieval in a spreadsheet format.
XRF testing locations, or testing combinations, were determined on site by an EPA Certified
Lead-Based paint Inspector and the following factors; location (e.g. Building, Floor, Unit, Room),
component (e.g. Wall, Ceiling, Door, Door Frame, Baseboard, etc.), substrate (e.g. Drywall,
Concrete, Wood, Metal, etc.), and painting history (if available). An XRF reading was obtained
from selected testing combinations.
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) defines lead based paint (LBP) as
paint or coatings with a result at or greater than 1.0 mg/cm2, 0.5 %/Wt. or 5,000 parts per million
when measured by Flame AAS. The Occupation Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
considers measurable quantities of lead in paints and coatings to be lead-containing. Due to
the potential for lead dust to be generated or migrate beyond the work area during
renovation/demolition activities, both the EPA and OSHA criteria were used to interpret data.
The EPA's Lead Renovation, Repair and Painting Rule (RRP Rule) guides contractors who will
be conducting activities that will impact LBP but is not intended to be used to abate, mitigate or
completely remove lead-containing materials. Those activities are regulated in the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA) sections 402/404.
3.2

LIMITATIONS

The limited inspection was conducted to assess painted building components for the presence
of lead. Because of limitations in access this inspection can not be utilized as a Lead-Based
Paint Inspection as defined in the HUD Guidelines, that is beyond the intent and scope of this
limited inspection. The inspected areas are assumed to be representative of the materials used
throughout the facility. This limited inspection report has been prepared by EE&G in a manner
consistent with industry standards exercised by members of the profession practicing under
similar conditions. No other warranty, expressed or implied is made. Under no circumstances is
MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
3

10-43

: Lead-Based Paint Inspection Report

November 15, 2016

this limited inspection report to be utilized as a bid proposal or a project specification document,
as this is not its intent. The intent of this inspection report is to assist the client in assessing for
lead in selected painted building components.
EPA and HUD define lead-based paint (LBP) as; paint or other coatings that contain lead at or
greater than the level of 1.0 mg/cm2 or 0.5% by weight; however, the US Department of Labor’s
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) lead regulation, 29 CFR 1926.62, does
not recognize a concentration of lead in paint that may be safe for workers therefore,
measurable amounts of lead are considered to be a potential source of exposure. This
assessment can be utilized to identify building components that contain lead. However, as
OSHA does not recognize the absence of lead through XRF, this assessment can not be
utilized for establishing that coatings are lead-free for purposes of OSHA compliance.
EE&G's interpretations and recommendations are based upon the results of the XRF testing,
environmental regulations, and quality control and assurance standards. The results,
conclusions, and recommendations contained in this report pertain to conditions observed at the
time of the inspection. Other conditions elsewhere at the subject facility may differ from those in
the inspected locations and, such conditions are unknown, may change over time, and have not
been considered.
This report was prepared solely for the use of EE&G’s client, and is not intended for use by third
party beneficiaries. The client shall indemnify and hold EE&G harmless against any liability for
any loss arising out of or relating to reliance by any third party on any work performed there
under, or the contents of this report. EE&G will not be held responsible for the interpretation or
use by others of data developed pursuant to the compilation of this report, or for use of
segregated portions of this report.

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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SECTION 4.0
INSPECTION FINDINGS
4.1

XRF TESTING RESULTS

HUD defines LBP as; paints or coatings with lead concentrations equal to or greater than 1.0
mg/cm2 when measured by XRF. The following components were identified as LBP during this
inspection:
DESCRIPTION:
LOCATION:
COLOR
XRF NUMBER:
CONDITION:
QUANTITY:

Ceramic Floor Tile
Pro Shop North Room
Brown
14
Intact
Approx. 10 SF

DESCRIPTION:
LOCATION:
COLOR
XRF NUMBER:
CONDITION:
QUANTITY:

Paint on Wall Plaster
Floor 2 NE Room SW Wall
Green
59-60
Peeling
120 SF

DESCRIPTION:
LOCATION:
COLOR
XRF NUMBER:
CONDITION:
QUANTITY:

Paint on Exterior Wood Walls
Exterior Walls
White
88, 90-93, 103
Damaged
Exterior Paint on Wood Walls

DESCRIPTION:
LOCATION:
COLOR
XRF NUMBER:
CONDITION:
QUANTITY:

Paint on Exterior Wood Window Frames
Exterior Wood Window Frames
Brown
94-95, 99
Intact
Exterior Window Frames

DESCRIPTION:
LOCATION:
COLOR
XRF NUMBER:
CONDITION:
QUANTITY:

Paint on Exterior Wood Door Frames
Exterior Wood Door Frames
Brown
96
Intact
1 Door Frame on N. Front Entrance

Quantities are approximate. Testing combinations and XRF results are presented in Appendix B.

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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SECTION 5.0
RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LBP

Lead based paint that has become damaged should be abated. Abatement procedure in which
LBP is disturbed should be conducted by trained personnel and in accordance with federal,
state and local regulations, including OSHA's lead regulation 29 CFR 1926.62. Also, prior to
disposal, the waste stream from LBP abatement (paint, rags, protective suits, debris, etc.) must
be characterized by a Toxic Characteristic Leachate Procedure (TCLP) test. The EPA requires
TCLP testing to determine if the waste is considered hazardous.
To comply with OSHA lead regulation 29 CFR 1926.62, the testing results should be made
available to personnel that will conduct painting operations of these structures. This regulation
considers paint that contains lead to be lead-based paint and mandates protective measures
during painting or renovation project involving the disturbance of LBP components in such a
way as to cause airborne emissions of lead particulate (sanding, scraping, grinding, etc.). These
protective measures include: personnel protection (respirators, protective suits, etc.),
engineering controls and personnel air monitoring until results of the personnel monitoring
indicate airborne lead concentrations below the Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) of fifty (50)
micrograms per cubic meter as an eight-hour time weighted average (TWA). In lieu of the above
protective measures, painting personnel may provide objective historical data from previous
similar projects to demonstrate that the PEL for lead will not be exceeded.
5.2

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OTHER PAINTS AND COATINGS

OSHA does not recognize the absence of lead through XRF; therefore, these materials must be
considered to be lead-containing and a potential source of exposure unless determined to be
nonlead-containing through laboratory analysis (i.e. Flame AAS, Method SW 846, 7420).
Activities that would release lead dust or fumes must be performed by workers in accordance
with the OSHA standard for removal of lead containing paint. If these materials can remain
intact during renovation or demolition, then no other special handling is required.
5.3

OSHA COMPLIANCE

To comply with OSHA lead regulation 29 CFR 1926.62, this report should be made available to
personnel that will conduct painting operations at this facility. This regulation considers coatings
that contain measurable amounts of lead to be lead-based paint and mandates protective
measures when a painting or demolition project involves the disturbance of painted components
in such a way as to cause airborne emissions of lead particulate (sanding, scraping, grinding,
etc.). These protective measures include: hazard communication training, personnel protection
(respirators, protective suits, etc.), engineering controls and personnel air monitoring until
results of the personnel monitoring indicate airborne lead concentrations below the Action Level
(AL) of 30 micrograms per cubic meter as an eight-hour time weighted average (TWA). In lieu of
the above protective measures, painting and or demolition personnel may provide objective
MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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historical data from previous similar projects to demonstrate that the AL for lead will not be
exceeded.
5.4

DISCLOSURE OF LBP HAZARDS

The Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992, also known as Title X,
Section 1018 requires the disclosure to the purchaser or lessee of any known information on
lead-based paint or lead-based paint hazards and provide to the purchaser or lessee any lead
hazard evaluation reports available prior to the sale or lease of most housing built prior to 1978.

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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SECTION 6.0
SIGNATURE PAGE

Submitted by

Hiram Aguiar
EPA Lead-Based Paint Risk Assessor, EE&G
Reviewed by

Jay Sall, C.I.H
Senior Technical Advisor, EE&G
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APPENDIX A
RENOVATE RIGHT
EPA PAMPHLET
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APPENDIX B
XRF TESTING DATA
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MacDonald House - Ormond Beach, FL
Reading Date
FLOOR
ROOM
1
11-Nov-16
Calibrate
2
11-Nov-16 Other
Calibrate
3
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
4
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
5
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
6
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
7
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
8
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
9
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
10
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
11
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
12
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
13
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
14
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
15
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
16
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
17
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
18
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
19
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
20
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
21
11-Nov-16 Other
Pro Shop
22
11-Nov-16 Other
Hallway
23
11-Nov-16 Other
women RR
24
11-Nov-16 Other
Mens RR
25
11-Nov-16 Other
Mens RR
26
11-Nov-16 Other
Mens RR
27
11-Nov-16 Other
Comunity Office
28
11-Nov-16 Other
Comunity Office
29
11-Nov-16 Other
Comunity Office
30
11-Nov-16 Other
Comunity Office
31
11-Nov-16 Other
Comunity Office
32
11-Nov-16 Other
Front Entrance

OBJECT

Wall
Wall
Wall
Window Frame
Window Frame
Window Frame
Window Frame
Wall
Wall
Baseboard
Baseboard
Floor
Ceiling
Ceiling
Crown Molding
Door Frame
Door Frame
Door Frame
Door
Wall
Wall
Wall
Door
Door Frame
Door Frame
Door
Wall
Wall
Window Frame
Door

SUBSTRATECOLOR
Wood
Red
Wood
Red
Drywall
Beige
Drywall
Beige
Drywall
Beige
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Drywall
Beige
Drywall
Beige
Wood
White
Wood
White
Ceramic Brown
Plaster
Beige
Plaster
Beige
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Drywall
Beige
Drywall
White
Drywall
White
Wood
Beige
Wood
Beige
Metal
White
Metal
White
Drywall
Beige
Drywall
Beige
Wood
White
Wood
White

DIRECTION

South
North
South
South
South
West
West
East
North
North
East
East
East
East
East
East
South
North
East
East
East
North
East
East
East
East
West
North
North
North

Pb
1.04
1.06
0
0
0
0
0
0.08
0.01
0
0
0.05
0
5
0
0
0.12
0
0
0.09
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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MacDonald House - Ormond Beach, FL
Reading Date
FLOOR
ROOM
33
11-Nov-16 Other
Front Entrance
34
11-Nov-16
3 NW RM
35
11-Nov-16
3 NW RM
36
11-Nov-16
3 NE RM
37
11-Nov-16
3 NE RM
38
11-Nov-16
3 SE RM
39
11-Nov-16
3 SE RM
40
11-Nov-16
3 SW RM
41
11-Nov-16
3 SW RM
42
11-Nov-16
3 SW RM
43
11-Nov-16
3 SW RM
44
11-Nov-16
3 SW RM
45
11-Nov-16
3 SE RM
46
11-Nov-16
3 SE RM
47
11-Nov-16
3 NE RM
48
11-Nov-16
3 NE RM
49
11-Nov-16
3 NW RM
50
11-Nov-16
2 NW RM
51
11-Nov-16
2 NW RM
52
11-Nov-16
2 NW RM
53
11-Nov-16
2 NW RM
54
11-Nov-16
2 NW RM
55
11-Nov-16
2 NW RM
56
11-Nov-16
2 NE RM
57
11-Nov-16
2 NE RM
58
11-Nov-16
2 NE RM
59
11-Nov-16
2 NE RM
60
11-Nov-16
2 NE RM
61
11-Nov-16
2 NE RM
62
11-Nov-16
2 NE RM
63
11-Nov-16
2 RRM
64
11-Nov-16
2 RRM

OBJECT
Door Frame
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Window Frame
Baseboard
Door Frame
Door Frame
Baseboard
Baseboard
Window Frame
Window Frame
Window Frame
Baseboard
Floor
Door
Door Frame
Wall
Wall
Door Frame
Door
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall

SUBSTRATECOLOR
Wood
White
Plaster
White
Plaster
White
Plaster
White
Plaster
White
Plaster
White
Plaster
White
Plaster
Beige
Plaster
Beige
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
White
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Grey
Wood
Grey
Wood
Grey
Wood
Brown
Plaster
Green
Plaster
Green
Plaster
Green
Plaster
Green
Wood
White
Plaster
White

DIRECTION
North
North
East
East
South
South
North
South
West
West
West
North
North
North
North
North
North
North
West
West
South
South
North
East
South
South
East
East
North
North
West
North

Pb
0.05
0
0
0.08
0
0
0
0.17
0.26
0.03
0.06
0
0.05
0.03
0.05
0.04
0.06
0.08
0
0
0
0.05
0.04
0.03
0.05
0
1
1
0
0.02
0.09
0.34
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MacDonald House - Ormond Beach, FL
Reading Date
FLOOR
ROOM
65
11-Nov-16
2 RRM
66
11-Nov-16
2 RRM
67
11-Nov-16
2 RRM
68
11-Nov-16
2 RRM
69
11-Nov-16
2 Hall
70
11-Nov-16
2 SE RM
71
11-Nov-16
2 SE RM
72
11-Nov-16
2 SE RM
73
11-Nov-16
2 SE RM
74
11-Nov-16
2 SE RM
75
11-Nov-16
2 SE RM
76
11-Nov-16
2 SE RM
77
11-Nov-16
2 SE RM
78
11-Nov-16
2 SE RM
79
11-Nov-16
2 SW RM
80
11-Nov-16
2 SW RM
81
11-Nov-16
2 SW RM
82
11-Nov-16
2 SW RM
83
11-Nov-16
2 SW RM
84
11-Nov-16
2 SW RM
85
11-Nov-16
2 SW RM
86
11-Nov-16
2 Stairs
87
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
88
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
89
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
90
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
91
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
92
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
93
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
94
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
95
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
96
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior

OBJECT
Window Frame
Window Frame
Door
Door Frame
Baseboard
Wall
Wall
Baseboard
Window Frame
Floor
Door Frame
Door
Wall
Ceiling
Door Frame
Door Frame
Door
Door
Wall
Baseboard
Baseboard
Floor
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Wall
Window Frame
Window Frame
Door Frame

SUBSTRATECOLOR
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
Green
Wood
Green
Wood
Green
Wood
Black
Wood
Black
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Green
Wood
Green
Plaster
White
Plaster
White
Wood
White
Wood
Grey
Wood
Grey
Wood
White
Plaster
Green
Plaster
Green
Plaster
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown

DIRECTION
East
East
West
West
South
South
North
North
South
South
West
West
North
North
East
East
East
East
East
East
South
West
West
West
West
West
West
North
North
North
North
North

Pb
0.04
0.04
0.05
0.04
0.03
0.15
0.09
0.04
0.04
0.05
0.07
0.03
0.01
0
0.04
0.02
0.03
0.07
0
0.03
0.14
0
0
5
0.87
2.31
3.17
2.22
2.52
2.58
2.4
1.75
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MacDonald House - Ormond Beach, FL
Reading Date
FLOOR
ROOM
97
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
98
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
99
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior
100
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior/Pro Shop
101
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior/Pro Shop
102
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior/Pro Shop
103
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior/Pro Shop
104
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior/Pro Shop
105
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior/Pro Shop
106
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior/Pro Shop
107
11-Nov-16 Exterior Exterior/Pro Shop
108
11-Nov-16 Exterior

OBJECT
Door
Door
Window Frame
Window Frame
Window Frame
Window Frame
Wall
Wall
Wall
Door Frame
Door
Calibrate

SUBSTRATECOLOR
Wood
Red
Wood
Red
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
Brown
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
White
Wood
Brown
Wood
White
Wood
Red

DIRECTION
North
North
West
West
South
South
East
South
West
West
West
West

Pb
0
0
1.41
0
0
0
2.27
0
0
0
0
1
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The Lead-Safe Certified Guide to

Renovate

right
1-800-424-LEAD (5323)
www.epa.gov/getleadsafe
Important lead hazard information for
families, child care providers and schools.
AD- SAFE
LE

C

ER

T IFIE D F I R

M

EPA-740-K-10-001
April 2010
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It’s the Law!
Federal law requires contractors that disturb painted surfaces
in homes, child care facilities and schools, built before 1978 to
be certified and follow specific work practices to prevent lead
contamination. Always ask to see your contractor’s certification.
Federal law requires that individuals receive certain information
before renovating more than six square feet of painted surfaces
in a room for interior projects or more than twenty square feet of
painted surfaces for exterior projects or window replacement
or demolition in housing, child care facilities and schools built
before 1978.
• Homeowners and tenants: renovators must give you this
pamphlet before starting work.
• Child care facilities, including preschools and kindergarten
classrooms, and the families of children under six years of age
that attend those facilities: renovators must provide a copy
of this pamphlet to child care facilities and general renovation
information to families whose children attend those facilities.

10-56

Who Should Read This Pamphlet?
This pamphlet is for you if you:
• Reside in a home built before 1978.
• Own or operate a child care facility, including preschools and kindergarten
classrooms, built before 1978, or
• Have a child under six years of age who attends a child care facility built before 1978.

You will learn:
• Basic facts about lead and your health.
• How to choose a contractor, if you are a property owner.
• What tenants, and parents/guardians of a child in a child care facility or school
should consider.
• How to prepare for the renovation or repair job.
• What to look for during the job and after the job is done.
• Where to get more information about lead.

This pamphlet is not for:
• Abatement projects. Abatement is a set of activities aimed specifically at
eliminating lead or lead hazards. EPA has regulations for certification and training of
abatement professionals. If your goal is to eliminate lead or lead hazards, contact the
National Lead Information Center at 1-800-424-LEAD (5323) for more information.
• “Do-it-yourself” projects. If you plan to do renovation work yourself, this document
is a good start, but you will need more information to complete the work safely. Call
the National Lead Information Center at 1-800-424-LEAD (5323) and ask for more
information on how to work safely
in a home with lead-based paint.
• Contractor education. Contractors
who want information about working
safely with lead should contact
the National Lead Information
Center at 1-800-424-LEAD (5323)
for information about courses and
resources on lead-safe work practices.
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Renovating, Repairing, or Painting?
• Is your home, your building, or the child care facility
or school your children attend being renovated,
repaired, or painted?
• Was your home, your building, or the child care facility
or school where your children under six years of age
attend built before 1978?
If the answer to these questions is YES, there are a
few important things you need to know about
lead-based paint.
This pamphlet provides basic facts about lead and
information about lead safety when work is being
done in your home, your building or the child care
facility or school your children attend.

Lead and Your Health
Lead is especially dangerous to children
under six years of age.
Lead can affect children’s brains and developing
nervous systems, causing:
• Reduced IQ and learning disabilities.
• Behavior problems.
Even children who appear healthy can have
dangerous levels of lead in their bodies.
Lead is also harmful to adults. In adults, low levels
of lead can pose many dangers, including:
• High blood pressure and hypertension.
• Pregnant women exposed to lead can transfer lead to their fetuses. Lead gets into
the body when it is swallowed or inhaled.
• People, especially children, can swallow lead dust as they eat, play, and do other
normal hand-to-mouth activities.

The Facts About Lead

• People may also breathe in lead dust or fumes if they disturb lead-based paint.
People who sand, scrape, burn, brush or blast or otherwise disturb lead-based
paint risk unsafe exposure to lead.

• Lead can affect children’s brains and developing nervous systems, causing reduced
IQ, learning disabilities, and behavioral problems. Lead is also harmful to adults.

What should I do if I am concerned about my family’s exposure to lead?

• Lead in dust is the most common way people are exposed to lead. People can also
get lead in their bodies from lead in soil or paint chips. Lead dust is often invisible.

• Call your local health department for advice on reducing and eliminating
exposures to lead inside and outside your home, child care facility or school.

• Lead-based paint was used in more than 38 million homes until it was banned for
residential use in 1978.

• Always use lead-safe work practices when renovation or repair will disturb
painted surfaces.

• Projects that disturb painted surfaces can create dust and endanger you and your
family. Don’t let this happen to you. Follow the practices described in this pamphlet
to protect you and your family.

• A blood test is the only way to find out if you or a family member already has lead
poisoning. Call your doctor or local health department to arrange for a blood test.
For more information about the health effects of exposure to lead, visit the EPA lead
website at www.epa.gov/lead/pubs/leadinfo.htm or call 1-800-424-LEAD (5323).

There are other things you can do to protect your family every day.
• Regularly clean floors, window sills, and other surfaces.
• Wash children’s hands, bottles, pacifiers, and toys often.
• Make sure children eat a healthy, nutritious diet consistent with the USDA's dietary
guidelines, that helps protect children from the effects of lead.
• Wipe off shoes before entering house.
2
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Where Does the Lead Come From?

Checking Your Home for Lead-Based Paint

Dust is the main problem.

Home renovation creates dust.
Common renovation activities like sanding, cutting, and demolition can create
hazardous lead dust and chips.

Proper work practices protect you from the dust.
The key to protecting yourself and your family during a renovation, repair or painting
job is to use lead-safe work practices such as containing dust inside the work area,
using dust-minimizing work methods, and conducting a careful cleanup, as described
in this pamphlet.

Other sources of lead.
Remember, lead can also come from outside soil, your water, or household items
(such as lead-glazed pottery and lead crystal). Contact the National Lead Information
Center at 1-800-424-LEAD (5323) for more information on these sources.

Age of Homes

The most common way to get lead in the body is from dust. Lead dust comes from
deteriorating lead-based paint and lead-contaminated soil that gets tracked into
your home. This dust may accumulate to unsafe levels. Then, normal hand to-mouth
activities, like playing and eating (especially in young children), move that dust from
surfaces like floors and window sills into the body.

Percentage of Homes Likely to Contain Lead
Between
1960 – 1978

24%

Between
1940 – 1960

69%
87%

Before 1940

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Older homes, child care facilities, and schools are more likely to contain
lead-based paint.
Homes may be single-family homes or apartments. They may be private, governmentassisted, or public housing. Schools are preschools and kindergarten classrooms. They
may be urban, suburban, or rural.

You have the following options:
You may decide to assume your home, child care facility, or school contains lead.
Especially in older homes and buildings, you may simply want to assume lead-based
paint is present and follow the lead-safe work practices described in this brochure
during the renovation, repair, or painting job.
You can hire a certified professional to check for lead-based paint.
These professionals are certified risk assessors or inspectors, and can determine if
your home has lead or lead hazards.
• A certified inspector or risk assessor can conduct an inspection telling you whether
your home, or a portion of your home, has lead-based paint and where it is located.
This will tell you the areas in your home where lead-safe work practices are needed.
• A certified risk assessor can conduct a risk assessment telling you if your home
currently has any lead hazards from lead in paint, dust, or soil. The risk assessor
can also tell you what actions to take to address any hazards.
• For help finding a certified risk assessor or inspector, call the National Lead
Information Center at 1-800-424-LEAD (5323).
You may also have a certified renovator test the surfaces or components being
disturbed for lead using a lead test kit. Test kits must be EPA-recognized and are
available at hardware stores. They include detailed instructions for their use.

4
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For Property Owners

For Tenants and Families of Children Under Six
years of age in Child Care Facilities and Schools

You have the ultimate responsibility for the safety of your family, tenants, or children
in your care.

You play an important role ensuring the ultimate
safety of your family.

This means properly preparing for the renovation and keeping persons out of the work
area (see p. 8). It also means ensuring the contractor uses lead-safe work practices.

This means properly preparing for the renovation
and staying out of the work area (see p. 8).

Federal law requires that contractors performing renovation, repair and painting projects
that disturb painted surfaces in homes, child care facilities, and schools built before 1978
be certified and follow specific work practices to prevent lead contamination.

Federal law requires that contractors performing
renovation, repair and painting projects that disturb
painted surfaces in homes built before 1978 and in
child care facilities and schools built before 1978, that
a child under six years of age visits regularly, to be
certified and follow specific work practices to prevent
lead contamination.

Make sure your contractor is certified, and can explain clearly the details of the job
and how the contractor will minimize lead hazards during the work.
• You can verify that a contractor is certified by checking EPA’s website at
epa.gov/getleadsafe or by calling the National Lead Information Center at
1-800-424-LEAD (5323). You can also ask to see a copy of the contractor’s
firm certification.
• Ask if the contractor is trained to perform lead-safe work practices and to see a
copy of their training certificate.
• Ask them what lead-safe methods they will use to set up and perform the job in your
home, child care facility or school.
• Ask for references from at least three recent jobs involving homes built before 1978,
and speak to each personally.
Always make sure the contract is clear about how the work will be set up,
performed, and cleaned.
• Share the results of any previous lead tests with the contractor.
• You should specify in the contract that they follow the work practices described on
pages 9 and 10 of this brochure.

The law requires anyone hired to renovate, repair, or do
painting preparation work on a property built before
1978 to follow the steps described on pages 9 and 10 unless the area where the work
will be done contains no lead-based paint.

If you think a worker is not doing what he is supposed to do or is doing something
that is unsafe, you should:
• Contact your landlord.
• Call your local health or building department, or
• Call EPA's hotline 1-800-424-LEAD (5323).
If you are concerned about lead hazards left behind after the job is over, you can
check the work yourself (see page 10).

• The contract should specify which parts of your home are part of the work area and
specify which lead-safe work practices will be used in those areas. Remember, your
contractor should confine dust and debris to the work area and should minimize
spreading that dust to other areas of the home.
• The contract should also specify that the contractor will clean the work area, verify
that it was cleaned adequately, and re-clean it if necessary.

If you think a worker is not doing what he is supposed to do or is doing something
that is unsafe, you should:
• Direct the contractor to comply with regulatory and contract requirements.
• Call your local health or building department, or
• Call EPA's hotline 1-800-424-LEAD (5323).
If your property receives housing assistance from HUD (or a state or local agency that
uses HUD funds), you must follow the requirements of HUD’s Lead-Safe Housing Rule
and the ones described in this pamphlet.
6
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Preparing for a Renovation

During the Work

The work areas should not be accessible to occupants while the work occurs.

Federal law requires contractors that are hired to perform renovation, repair and painting
projects in homes, child care facilities, and schools built before 1978 that disturb painted
surfaces to be certified and follow specific work practices to prevent lead contamination.

The rooms or areas where work is being done may need to be blocked off or sealed
with plastic sheeting to contain any dust that is generated. Therefore, the contained
area may not be available to you until the work in that room or area is complete,
cleaned thoroughly, and the containment has been removed. Because you may not
have access to some areas during the renovation, you should plan accordingly.

You may need:
• Alternative bedroom, bathroom, and kitchen arrangements if work is occurring in
those areas of your home.

The work practices the contractor must follow include these three simple procedures,
described below:
1. Contain the work area. The area must be contained so that dust and debris do not escape
from that area. Warning signs must be put up and plastic or other impermeable material
and tape must be used as appropriate to:
• Cover the floors and any furniture that cannot be moved.
• Seal off doors and heating and cooling system vents.

• A safe place for pets because they too can be poisoned by lead and can track lead
dust into other areas of the home.

These will help prevent dust or debris from getting outside the work area.

• A separate pathway for the contractor from the work area to the outside in order to
bring materials in and out of the home. Ideally, it should not be through the same
entrance that your family uses.

2. Avoid renovation methods that generate large amounts of lead-contaminated dust.
Some methods generate so much lead-contaminated dust that their use is prohibited.
They are:

• A place to store your furniture. All furniture and belongings may have to be moved
from the work area while the work is being done. Items that can’t be moved, such as
cabinets, should be wrapped in plastic.
• To turn off forced-air heating and air conditioning systems while the work is being
done. This prevents dust from spreading through vents from the work area to the
rest of your home. Consider how this may affect your living arrangements.
You may even want to move out of your home temporarily while all or part of the
work is being done.
Child care facilities and schools may want to consider alternative accommodations
for children and access to necessary facilities.

• Open flame burning or torching.
• Sanding, grinding, planing, needle gunning,
or blasting with power tools and equipment
not equipped with a shroud and HEPA
vacuum attachment.
• Using a heat gun at temperatures greater
than 1100°F.
There is no way to eliminate dust, but some renovation methods make less dust than others.
Contractors may choose to use various methods to minimize dust generation, including
using water to mist areas before sanding or scraping; scoring paint before separating
components; and prying and pulling apart components instead of breaking them.
3. Clean up thoroughly. The work area should be cleaned up daily to keep it as clean as
possible. When all the work is done, the area must be cleaned up using special cleaning
methods before taking down any plastic that isolates the work area from the rest of the
home. The special cleaning methods should include:
• Using a HEPA vacuum to clean up dust and debris on all surfaces, followed by
• Wet wiping and wet mopping with plenty of rinse water.
When the final cleaning is done, look around. There should be no dust, paint chips, or debris
in the work area. If you see any dust, paint chips, or debris, the area must be re-cleaned.

8
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For Property Owners: After the Work is Done

For Additional Information

When all the work is finished, you will want to know if your home, child care facility, or
school has been cleaned up properly. Here are some ways to check.

You may need additional information on how to protect yourself and your children
while a job is going on in your home, your building, or child care facility.

Ask about your contractor’s final cleanup check. Remember, lead dust is often
invisible to the naked eye. It may still be present even if you cannot see it. The
contractor must use disposable cleaning cloths to wipe the floor of the work area
and compare them to a cleaning verification card to determine if the work area was
adequately cleaned.

The National Lead Information Center at 1-800-424-LEAD (5323) or
www.epa.gov/lead/nlic.htm can tell you how to contact your state, local, and/or
tribal programs or get general information about lead poisoning prevention.

To order a cleaning verification card and detailed instructions visit the EPA lead
website at www.epa.gov/lead or contact the National Lead Information Center at
1-800-424-LEAD (5323) or visit their website at www.epa.gov/lead/nlic.htm.
You also may choose to have a lead-dust test. Lead-dust tests are wipe samples sent
to a laboratory for analysis.
• You should specify in your contract that a lead-dust test will be done. In this case,
make it clear who will do the testing.
• Testing should be done by a lead professional.
If you choose to do the testing, some EPA-recognized lead laboratories will send you
a kit that allows you to collect samples and send them back to the lab for analysis.
Contact the National Lead Information Center at 1-800-424-LEAD (5323) for lists of
qualified professionals and EPA-recognized lead labs.
If your home, child care facility, or school fails the dust test, the area should be
re-cleaned and tested again.
Where the project is done by contract, it is a good idea to specify in the contract that
the contractor is responsible for re-cleaning if the home, child care facility, or school
fails the test.

• State and tribal lead poisoning prevention or environmental protection programs
can provide information about lead regulations
and potential sources of financial aid for reducing
lead hazards. If your state or local government has
requirements more stringent than those described in
this pamphlet, you must follow those requirements.
• Local building code officials can tell you the
regulations that apply to the renovation work that you
are planning.
• State, county, and local health departments can
provide information about local programs, including
assistance for lead-poisoned children and advice on
ways to get your home checked for lead.
The National Lead Information Center can also provide
a variety of resource materials, including the following
guides to lead-safe work practices. Many of these
materials are also available at
www.epa.gov/lead/pubs/brochure.htm.
• Steps to Lead Safe Renovation, Repair and Painting.
• Protect Your Family from Lead in Your Home
• Lead in Your Home: A Parent’s Reference Guide

For the hearing impaired, call the Federal Information Relay Service at 1-800-877-8339
to access any of the phone numbers in this brochure.

10
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EPA Contacts

Other Federal Agencies

EPA Regional Offices

CPSC

EPA addresses residential lead hazards through several different regulations.
EPA requires training and certification for conducting abatement and renovations,
education about hazards associated with renovations, disclosure about known lead
paint and lead hazards in housing, and sets lead-paint hazard standards.

The Consumer Product Safety
Commission (CPSC) protects the public
from the unreasonable risk of injury or
death from 15,000 types of consumer
products under the agency’s jurisdiction.
CPSC warns the public and private
sectors to reduce exposure to lead and
increase consumer awareness. Contact
CPSC for further information regarding
regulations and consumer product safety.

Your Regional EPA Office can provide further information regarding lead safety and
lead protection programs at epa.gov/lead.
Region 1
(Connecticut, Massachusetts,
Maine, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, Vermont)
Regional Lead Contact
U.S. EPA Region 1
Suite 1100
One Congress Street
Boston, MA 02114-2023
(888) 372-7341

Region 4
(Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Mississippi, North
Carolina, South Carolina,
Tennessee)
Regional Lead Contact
U.S. EPA Region 4
61 Forsyth Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960
(404) 562-9900

Region 2
(New Jersey, New York,
Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands)
Regional Lead Contact
U.S. EPA Region 2
2890 Woodbridge Avenue
Building 205, Mail Stop 225
Edison, NJ 08837-3679
(732) 321-6671

Region 5
(Illinois, Indiana, Michigan,
Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin)
Regional Lead Contact
U.S. EPA Region 5
77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, IL 60604-3507
(312) 886-6003

Region 3
(Delaware, Maryland,
Pennsylvania, Virginia,
Washington, DC, West
Virginia)
Regional Lead Contact
U.S. EPA Region 3
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA
19103-2029
(215) 814-5000

12

Region 6
(Arkansas, Louisiana, New
Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas)
Regional Lead Contact
U.S. EPA Region 6
1445 Ross Avenue,
12th Floor
Dallas, TX 75202-2733
(214) 665-6444

Region 7
(Iowa, Kansas, Missouri,
Nebraska)
Regional Lead Contact
U.S. EPA Region 7
901 N. 5th Street
Kansas City, KS 66101
(913) 551-7003
Region 8
(Colorado, Montana,
North Dakota, South Dakota,
Utah, Wyoming)
Regional Lead Contact
U.S. EPA Region 8
1595 Wynkoop Street
Denver, CO 80202
(303) 312-6312
Region 9
(Arizona, California, Hawaii,
Nevada)
Regional Lead Contact
U.S. Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 947-8021
Region 10
(Alaska, Idaho,
Oregon, Washington)
Regional Lead Contact
U.S. EPA Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101-1128
(206) 553-1200

CPSC
4330 East West Highway
Bethesda, MD 20814
Hotline 1-(800) 638-2772
www.cpsc.gov

CDC Childhood Lead Poisoning
Prevention Branch
The Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) assists state and local
childhood lead poisoning prevention
programs to provide a scientific basis
for policy decisions, and to ensure that
health issues are addressed in decisions
about housing and the environment.
Contact CDC Childhood Lead Poisoning
Prevention Program for additional
materials and links on the topic of lead.

HUD Office of Healthy Homes and Lead
Hazard Control
The Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) provides funds
to state and local governments to
develop cost-effective ways to reduce
lead-based paint hazards in America’s
privately-owned low-income housing. In
addition, the office enforces the rule on
disclosure of known lead paint and lead
hazards in housing, and HUD’s lead safety
regulations in HUD-assisted housing,
provides public outreach and technical
assistance, and conducts technical
studies to help protect children and their
families from health and safety hazards
in the home. Contact the HUD Office of
Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control
for information on lead regulations,
outreach efforts, and lead hazard control
research and outreach grant programs.
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development
Office of Healthy Homes and
Lead Hazard Control
451 Seventh Street, SW, Room 8236
Washington, DC 20410-3000
HUD’s Lead Regulations Hotline
(202) 402-7698
www.hud.gov/offices/lead/

CDC Childhood Lead Poisoning
Prevention Branch
4770 Buford Highway, MS F-40
Atlanta, GA 30341
(770) 488-3300
www.cdc.gov/nceh/lead
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Sample Pre-Renovation Form
This sample form may be used by renovation firms to document compliance with the Federal
pre-renovation education and renovation, repair, and painting regulations.

Occupant Confirmation

Pamphlet Receipt
q I have received a copy of the lead hazard information pamphlet informing me of the
potential risk of the lead hazard exposure from renovation activity to be performed in my
dwelling unit. I received this pamphlet before the work began.
Printed Name of Owner-occupant
Signature of Owner-occupant

Signature Date

Renovator’s Self Certification Option (for tenant-occupied dwellings only)

Instructions to Renovator: If the lead hazard information pamphlet was delivered but a tenant
signature was not obtainable, you may check the appropriate box below.
 eclined – I certify that I have made a good faith effort to deliver the lead hazard information
qD
pamphlet to the rental dwelling unit listed below at the date and time indicated and that the
occupant declined to sign the confirmation of receipt. I further certify that I have left a copy
of the pamphlet at the unit with the occupant.
q Unavailable for signature – I certify that I have made a good faith effort to deliver the lead
hazard information pamphlet to the rental dwelling unit listed below and that the occupant
was unavailable to sign the confirmation of receipt. I further certify that I have left a copy of
the pamphlet at the unit by sliding it under the door or by (fill in how pamphlet was left).

Printed Name of Person Certifying Delivery

Attempted Delivery Date

Signature of Person Certifying Lead Pamphlet Delivery

Unit Address

Note Regarding Mailing Option — As an alternative to delivery in person, you may mail the
lead hazard information pamphlet to the owner and/or tenant. Pamphlet must be mailed at
least seven days before renovation. Mailing must be documented by a certificate of mailing
from the post office.
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: Lead-Based Paint Inspection Report

November 15, 2016

APPENDIX C
PHOTOGRAPHS

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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: Lead-Based Paint Inspection Report

November 15, 2016

Photograph #1: Subject property – Macdonald House in Ormond Beach, Florida.

Photograph #2: Subject property – Macdonald House in Ormond Beach, Florida.

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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: Lead-Based Paint Inspection Report

November 15, 2016

Photograph #3: Subject property – Macdonald House in Ormond Beach, Florida.

Photograph #4: LBP identified on the typical exterior painted wood walls, window frames,
and door frame of the subject property.

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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: Lead-Based Paint Inspection Report

November 15, 2016

Photograph #5: LBP identified on the painted plaster wall on 2nd floor NE Room
(XRF #59-60).

Photograph #6: LBP identified on ceramic floor tile under carpet in the Pro Shop.

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT

10-68

: Lead-Based Paint Inspection Report

November 15, 2016

Photograph #7: LBP identified on ceramic floor tile under carpet in the Pro Shop.

Photograph #8: Typical view of the first floor areas tested for LBP.

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT

10-69

: Lead-Based Paint Inspection Report

November 15, 2016

Photograph #9: Typical view of the upper floor rooms tested for LBP.

Photograph #10: Typical view of the upper floor rooms tested for LBP.

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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: Lead-Based Paint Inspection Report

November 15, 2016

APPENDIX D
CERTIFICATES

MACDONALD HOUSE LBP REPORT
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HISTORIC PHOTOS & HISTORIC REFERENCES

The photographs in this Chapter pertain to the surrounding area of the Stout‐MacDonald House.
Relevant historic photographs of the Stout‐MacDonald House itself are in "Historical Background of The
Stout‐MacDonald House" in Chapter 2. The Historical Background also includes references in the
Chronology and in the footnotes to relevant published works and administrative files.

Stout‐MacDonald House – City of Ormond Beach

11‐1

MACDONALD HOUSE

38 E. GRANADA, ORMOND BEACH

Selected Historic Images of Surrounding Area

Section of 1921 Sanborn Company Insurance Map

Section of 1921 Sanborn Company Insurance Map http://ufdc.ufl.edu/UF00074210/00001/6x

Hotel Ormond under construction, ca. 1887. The bridge over the Halifax at left today marks Granada
Boulevard. (Pinterest posted photo)
https://s-media-cache-ak0.pinimg.com/originals/4b/d8/dd/4bd8ddb665f2a9128f5b522706ff55bc.jpg

Circa 1900 view west on Granada Boulevard with the Ormond Hotel in the distance at right.

Bosarvey, residence of J. A. Bostrom (undated), showing improvements made in 1903.
Real Photo postcard

Circa 1905 view east on Granada Boulevard with Ormond Hotel at left and MacDonald House at right;
Beyond is the gable roof for what is today Billy’s Tap Room. (Library of Congress)
http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/det1994015481/PP/

Circa 1910 view east on Granada Boulevard (Library of Congress)
http://www.loc.gov/pictures/resource/det.4a25167/

Circa 1920 view east on Granada Boulevard. The wall at right front John D. Rockefeller’s home, The
Casements. https://www.floridamemory.com/items/show/6862
(This image is flipped horizontally on the web page. It has been corrected here.)

Circa 1920 view of the Ormond Hotel. https://www.floridamemory.com/items/show/157618

Circa 1920 view of the Ormond hotel
https://www.floridamemory.com/items/show/145694
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Home

Home

Search

Downloads

Search Choices

Exemptions

Search By Parcel Number

Notice of Proposed Taxes

Agriculture

Maps

Tangible

Links

Contact

Property Information

Estimate of Taxes

Parcel Information: 421411000020

2017 Working Tax Roll

Last Updated: 10232016

Owner Name and Address
Alternate Key
Short Parcel ID
Full Parcel ID
Created Date
Property Class
Ownership Type
Owner Name
Owner Name/Address 1
Owner Address 2
Owner Address 3
Owner Zip/Postal Code
Situs Address

3045700
Parcel Status
Active Parcel (Real Estate)
421411000020
Mill Group
201 Ormond Beach
14143211000020
2016 Final Mill Rate
19.79370
23 DEC 1981
89 Municipal (other than Parks, Recreational Areas, Colleges & Hospitals)
Municipal
Ownership Percent
CITY OF ORMOND BEACH

100

PO BOX 277
ORMOND BEACH FL
321750277
38 E GRANADA BLVD ORMOND BEACH 32176

Legal Description
E 6.96 FT OF LOTS 2 4 6 8 & 10 & W 100 FT OF LOTS 12 14 16 18 & 20 & INC LOTS 11 13 15 17 & 19 WORTHY & HUBBARDS ORMOND BEACH
MB 1 PG 121 & INC N 50 FT OF W 280 FT OF E 493 FT W OF HALIFAX DR OF LOT 13 ASSRS ORMOND BEACH MB 3 PG 108 & INC VAC R/W
PER ORD NO. 71  37 PER OR 1331 PG 662 PER OR 2088 PG 1293

Sales History
Sale
Sale
Date
Instrument
1925 0299 09/1977 Warranty Deed

Book Page

Qualified
Unqualified
Unqualified Sale

Sale
Price
173,300

Improved
Yes

History of Values
Year

Land

2016
2015

789,250
789,250

Bldg(s)
135,743
126,141

Misc.
Impr.
121,847
121,883

Just
Value
1,046,840
1,037,274

School
Assessed
1,046,840
1,037,274

NonSchool
Assessed
1,046,840
1,037,274

School
School
Exemption
Taxable
1,046,840
0
1,037,274
0

NonSchool
Exemption

NonSchool
Taxable
0
0

0
0

Display Value History

Land Data
Land Use
No.
Frontage
Depth
Type
Units
8900 MUNICIPAL
287.0
200.0
157850.00
Neighborhood C3909 GRANADA AVE (RIVER TO W/S A1A)
Code

Unit
Type
SQUARE_FEET

Rate

Depth

10.00

Loc

Shp

Phy

100 100
50 100
Total Land Classified
Total Land Just

Just
Value
789,250
0
789,250

Building Characteristics
Building Number: 68836 (Building 1 of 1)
Bldg.
Property
Structure
Year
Quality
Perimeter
No.
Type
Type
Built
Grade
68836
Commercial
Wood, Open Steel
612 1900
300
Section
Avg. Wall
Number
Year
Ground
Interior
Bsmnt%
Number
Height
Stories
Built
Floor Area
Finish
001
10.00
1 1900
0.00
2210 Office, One Story (17C )
002
10.00
1 1900
0.00
234 Porch, Open Finished (FOP)
003
9.00
1 1900
0.00
1801 Warehouse (48C )
004
8.00
1 1900
0.00
1801 Warehouse (48C )
Exterior Wall Type
11 Wood Frame, Wood Siding

Phys.
Depr.
46%

Func.
Obs.
0%
Sect%
100.00
0.00
100.00
100.00

Loc.
Obs.
0%

Next
Review
2999

Sprinkler

A/C

No
No
No
No
Area%

Yes
No
Yes
No
100%

Building Refinements
Description
Baths, 2Fixture
Baths, 3Fixture

http://vcpa.vcgov.org/cgibin/search.cgi

Number of Units

Unit Type
1 UB
2 UB
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Miscellaneous Improvements
Improvement Type
DEC DECK WOOD
TCL TENNIS COURTLT
TCT TENNIS COURT
PVA PAVING ASPHALT
PVC PAVING CONCRET
FEN FENCE CHAIN LK

Number of Units

Unit Type
140 SF
9 UT
8 UT
12,240 SF
58,800 SF
2,080 LF

Life
25
20
30
6
15
15

Year In
1998
1980
1980
1960
1960
1960

Grade
3
3
3
3
1
4

Length

Width
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

Depr. Value
432
975
39,997
3,770
70,325
6,348

Parcel Notes (Click button below to display Parcel Notes)
Display Notes

Planning and Building
Permit
Number
12569
12707

Permit
Amount

Date
Date
Issued
Complete
100 04011975 04011975 XXX
4,000 05011975 05011975 REP

Construction
Description

Occupancy
Number

Occupancy
Bldg
0
0

Display Permits

Total Values
Land Value
Building Value
Miscellaneous
Just Value
School Assessed
NonSchool Assessed
Exemption Value
Additional Exemption Value
School Taxable
NonSchool Taxable
MapIT

PALMS

789,250 New Construction Value
135,743 City Econ Dev/Historic
121,847
1,046,840 Previous Just Value
1,046,840 Previous School Assessed
1,046,840 Previous NonSchool Assessed
1,046,840 Previous Exemption Value
0 Previous Additional Exemption Value
0 Previous School Taxable
0 Previous NonSchool Taxable

0
0
1,046,840
1,046,840
1,046,840
1,046,840
0
0
0

Map Kiosk

http://vcpa.vcgov.org/cgibin/search.cgi
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MapIT: Your basic parcel record search including lot dimensions.
PALMS: Basic parcel record searches with enhanced features.
Map Kiosk: More advanced tools for custom searches on several layers including parcels.

http://vcpa.vcgov.org/cgibin/search.cgi
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APPENDIX A

WORKSHOP MATERIALS AND SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS

Stout‐MacDonald House – City of Ormond Beach

The MacDonald House Cornerstone of Museum Row
Nestled between The Casements and the Ormond Memorial Art Museum is

The MacDonald House.
Why we should care about the MacDonald House?
Why preserve it?
Why create a historical museum?

Two Important Reasons for Saving The MacDonald House
1. Its Historic Past
Built in 1900, it is one of few remaining buildings left from
Ormond’s pioneering days.
Every forward-looking city values its history. Most Florida
cities would be proud to preserve a 1900 Queen Anne-style
house that’s an integral part of local history in a prominent
beachside downtown location.
2. Its Future Opportunity to Generate Economic Benefits to
the Community
The Ormond Beach Historical Society has a vision of
developing the MacDonald House into The Museum of
Ormond Beach History. We have already repositioned wall
placards and pictures which tell the “story” of Ormond within
the halls of the MacDonald House and have a preliminary
architectural design for a museum on the first floor. Many
other local towns have such a museum, including Daytona,
Ponce Inlet, New Smyrna Beach, and Holly Hill.
It will be an important component of downtown economic
redevelopment as the centerpiece of “Museum Row”
bookended by the Ormond Memorial Art Museum, The
Casements, and the Cupola in Fortunato Park.

Such museums have a proven track record of supporting
downtown areas and generating revenues for area
businesses.
Visitors stay longer and spend more in historic districts.
Ormond Beach prides itself on its “quality of life.”
That means amenities like sports fields and beach-front parking
and restaurants and shops and highway beautifications and
environmentally preserved waterways are always essential.
It also means that preserving and promoting our unique history
and culture as an economic “magnet” for residents, tourists and
businesses can and will make a difference for the future.
What would “Neighbor John,” (as John D Rockefeller liked to be
called) say about a part of his neighborhood being demolished?
I think in those latter philanthropic days of his life, he would have
said, “Save and treasure the MacDonald House. It is an ideal
location to tell the rest of the story and benefit the town.”
The Ormond Beach Historical Society has met with city staff
several times in the past year to determine how we can work
together to preserve and enhance the MacDonald House
through grants and community support. Help us keep the
story of Ormond’s past alive for the future by contacting city
commissioners and the mayor and expressing YOUR opinion
about saving the MacDonald House.
Diana Simmons
Current President of OBHS

M I N U T E S
ORMOND BEACH HISTORIC LANDMARK PRESERVATION BOARD
Workshop for the MacDonald House
January 23, 2017

4:00 PM

Ormond Beach City Hall
Commission Conference Room
22 South Beach Street
Ormond Beach, Florida
I.

CALL TO ORDER
Dr. Shapiro called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.

II.

III.

ROLL CALL
Members Present

Staff Present

Robert Akam
Suzanne Heddy
Shannon Julien
Ellen Needham
Robert Selover
Robert Walsh
Dr. Philip Shapiro
Gordon Currie (excused)

Ann-Margaret Emery, Assistant City Attorney
Laureen Kornel, AICP, Senior Planner
Melanie Nagel, Recording Technician

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
None.

IV.

PUBLIC HEARING
None.

V.

WORKSHOP – 38 E. Granada Blvd. – MacDonald House Draft Historic Structure
Summary Assessment – Presentation by Bender & Associates
Dr. Shapiro welcomed everyone to the MacDonald House workshop. He stated that
following the presentation by Bender and Associates, he will then open the floor up to
board member comments, followed by public comments.
Dr. Shapiro read a statement of introductory remarks, reflecting his opinion on the
MacDonald House. He stated that this is not the first time that the City’s Landmark Board
has discussed the MacDonald House, but it is the first time in recent years that a citysponsored independent assessment has been undertaken with regard to the history of the
structure and to what remediations are needed to bring this historic structure into stable

condition. It has been the continuous position of this Landmarks Board that the
MacDonald House be repaired, kept open for public usage and permanently remain in its
present location. The MacDonald House is an historical, cultural and architectural icon
located in the heart of downtown Ormond Beach, and is located among other historical
and cultural structures, all of which are well utilized by the public, including the
MacDonald House. The packet provided to us is the most comprehensive document ever
produced by an independent source to verify the history, functions and structural status of
the MacDonald House.
Dr. Shapiro then introduced Mr. Bert Bender, of Bender and Associates, for presentation
of the MacDonald House. Mr. Bender introduced himself and stated that his firm is 41
years old and specializes in historic preservation. The core team includes Jim Miller,
who is a PHD and historic preservation planner, and is an archeologist by trade, was the
state archeologist for the state of Florida and is the historian who has conducted all of the
research along with people in his organization. David Salay is a partner and architect in
the firm Bender and Associates, and he has been deeply involved in the entire process.
Mr. Bender stated that the purpose of their report was to do an assessment of the
MacDonald House to determine if it is in fact historically significant. Part of the
presentation today will advise people of that and will provide evidence of the significance
of the structure, to do a structural assessment of the building to determine if it is
structurally sound. Mr. Bender stated that they have determined that the building is
structurally sound and is in a condition that is recoverable and it has a lot of significance.
Jim Miller will focus on the history of the structure, and then the meeting will be turned
back over to Dr. Shapiro.
Mr. Jim Miller stated that he is a preservation planner and has been doing this sort of
work since the 1960’s. He was an archeologist for much of his career, and then went
back to school to get his degree in planning, and now refers to himself as a heritage
planner. In the MacDonald House report, Mr. Miller contributed the very early history
that concerns some of the first land ownership, but the bulk of the report was written by
an associate, Jonathan Lammers, who has worked as an architectural historian in San
Francisco and has recently moved to Tallahassee. Mr. Lammers grew up in Ormond
Beach and is very familiar with the local context, so the benefit of his knowledge is
included in the report.
Mr. Miller stated that the architectural section contains a lot of images as historic context
as part of the 30% submittal report, but since that time the 60% submittal has been
completed. There are two stages of the research – the first 30% being materials that had
been gathered very quickly, and the second stage at 60% which represents a very
complete story and history of the MacDonald House. There were a lot of surprises that
were revealed during research, and comparing to past accounts of the history. Mr. Miller
stated that nowadays it is possible to search 100 newspapers in 30 seconds and find every
mention of the MacDonald House that might exist. So, the story changes very, very
rapidly, and there is a better understanding than we had in the past.
Mr. Miller started with the geography of the area, focusing on the MacDonald House,
Billy’s Tap Room, and the Casements. The story starts in 1845 and is taken through
1997, and Mr. Miller reviewed the history of the land, the people, the buildings, the
Historic Landmark Preservation Board
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purchase of the MacDonald House by the City, and the restoration that was done in 1997.
This house is in one of the most significant locations on the beach side of downtown, the
owner of the house played a principle part in the social and economic network that made
the hotel work, one of the area’s principle architects applied his signature style to the
building, and in general it can now be documented that this house is a key piece of
Ormond Beach history. It is actually a centerpiece to the history of the City and
exemplifies many of the very significant features of the architecture of this area, as well
as the principle people and economy.
Mr. Bender stated that it is extremely significant to note that the building is significant
based on its location, its association with significant figures from Ormond Beach, its
relationship to the Casements and Billy’s Tap Room, and its association with a lot of
things going on in the community. One of the things that makes it historically significant
to architects is that it retains much of its original characteristics. Modifications have been
made; windows have been changed out, alterations to the building have been made, the
chimney is missing although the fireplace is still visible inside, the porch has been
enclosed and enlarged, and there is a basement in the home.
Mr. David Salay stated that the bay on the west side of the house contains the entrance to
the 2nd and 3rd floors, which proves the home was used as a boarding house and these
probably served as a separate entrance to the upper floors. Mrs. Stout would have had
her shop on the first floor, and any boarders could have gone upstairs without disturbing
what was happening on the first floor.
Mr. Salay stated that they found a basement with a cistern in the bottom of it, which was
a pretty amazing find for being in Florida. The door to the basement was still there. It is
about ½ the size of the main floor, and there are some mounts for equipment which could
have been a boiler. Some other unique things were found. In the attic there is a gigantic
galvanized steel tank, which was a water tank. Prior to the advent of a water system,
what would have been done was to catch the water in the cistern, and someone would
pump the water up to the tank on the third floor, and then the water was gravity fed down
to each of the bathrooms in the building.
Mr. Salay continued that the top two floors are incredibly intact. The doors, windows
and baseboard detailing is still there, and the walls are all plaster and lathe. The plaster
and lathe is in deteriorating condition, but is quite repairable. The chimney is gone now,
but you can clearly see where it was located within closets on both the 2nd and 3rd floors.
The hearth for the chimney can be seen in the room where tennis racquets get strung, and
it is still all there, which was a really interesting find. A lot of the original doors are still
intact on the 2nd and 3rd floors – 4-panel doors and the original hardware – and they are
quite restorable as well.
Mr. Salay stated that the roof was probably wood shingle, and the structure of the roof is
in fantastic shape. It is probably all long-leaf pine, or old-growth pine, is in very good
shape, and the great thing about pine is that it has a lot of resin in it, and the termites
could not tolerate eating resin. The pine is very termite resilient and is still there. On the
rafter tails there is some termite damage, but that is easily repairable. Our company has
restored houses in much worse condition than this. The structure of the house is in fairly
good condition, and the 60% report will have a full analysis from a structural engineer.
Historic Landmark Preservation Board
Page 3

There is some deterioration in the walls and roof of the tower, so that needs to be
addressed.
Mr. Salay continued that the back porch area near the tennis center had a shed roof, and
what looks like a screen porch. If restored, this could be put back on the home. Bender &
Associates will be doing a series of drawings with a probable look of the building, and
probable plans.
Mr. Bender stated that often times people think of historic preservation much like the
Casements, as a house museum, something that is frozen in time. But, most preservation
activities are about the cultural activity of the community, and saving buildings for use.
We don’t want buildings to be something that are stagnant and become frozen in time,
but we want them to continue to serve the community. What is fortunate about the
MacDonald House is that it retains much of its characteristics, it will be easy to restore,
and the best use for a historic building is what its historic use was. This was a building
which had residential on the 2nd and 3rd floors, and the 1st floor was a combination of
commercial and residential. The building will qualify for state preservation grant funding
which is available to municipalities and non-profit organizations, which means that the
City of Ormond Beach qualifies for that funding. Preservation of the historic
environment is the legacy that we leave for future generations. It’s up to this community
to decide what that legacy is going to be.
Dr. Shapiro stated that in the center of the picture on display, a little to the right of center,
there is a tall thin structure and he wondered if that was a pump house. Mr. Salay stated
that they think it might have been a water tower. Mr. Bender then noted that there are
tennis courts on two sides of what is a park, but it is closed off from the public because of
the way the fencing is constructed. If the fence were to be taken down and relocated so
that the tennis courts were secured, then there would be a continuous pass-through park,
which would link the street and the parking lot to other areas.
Mr. Selover asked if the back part of the house, by the tennis center, was built in 1903, or
was that added on along the way. Mr. Bender stated that originally there was a portion of
the back section with a porch. The back of the home has been altered and the porch is
gone. The roof has been extended and closed for what is currently the tennis center.
That particular portion of the tennis center is not original to 1903. Mr. Selover asked if it
was known what the original use was of the back of the house. Mr. Bender stated that it
was a screened in porch. They can also take an educated guess about the purpose of each
room. They do know that when someone walks into the front of the building, there is a
central hallway, and a room to the right, which is an office. That wall never used to be
there. When you walked in the front door there used to be a large parlor room, or there
might have been some kind of column or decorative element that divided the space.
There is no evidence that the wall was original. It was added at a later date. Mr. Selover
stated that it seemed logical that the front room was where the curio shop was.
Mr. Walsh questioned that on the 2nd and 3rd floor there was no termite damage. Mr.
Salay stated that he is not going to say that there is no termite damage, but there is very
little damage, and it is absolutely repairable.

Historic Landmark Preservation Board
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Ms. Heddy stated that Bender & Associates summed the project up very well. The
introduction was very good, and the only thing that she would add is something that she
says all the time. This building is a witness of history. Everything that has gone on in
Ormond Beach has gone past those windows, and it has been there and the building has
watched all of the entire history of this area, and that’s what she calls a Witness to
History.
Dr. Shapiro stated that the building behind the house was likely a water tower and the last
remnants of the top of it were on New Britain Avenue and about 6 or 8 years ago it
disappeared. Nobody knew how it got there, but he recognized the top of the tower.
Ms. Julien stated that from her perspective, the people who sat on this Historic
Landmarks Board before, and the people of the City in the ‘70’s decided that this was
worth purchasing for obvious reasons. The City made a commitment at that time to
adhere to their own rules, follow the code, and make sure that historic buildings didn’t
fall into derelict situations. Ms. Julien believes that this Board has had this vote before,
but just to reiterate they have made a motion before and voted on the fact that they
believe that this building should be kept up, as long as the City owns it.
Dr. Shapiro stated that twice since he has been on the Board, it has been voted on to
repair the house and keep it open to the public. Mr. Bender stated that part of what their
historic structure report will do, is outline priorities for maintenance, preservation and
restoration of the building. And it will also identify funding sources. What happens with
the report when it is completed, is that it becomes a document that serves as a guide for
all of the future activities that occur. But, it also goes to the state division of historical
resources which then supports any applications for grant funding. Because the City has
invested in a historic structures report, the state will look favorably upon giving grant
funds to maintain and restore the building.
Dr. Shapiro stated that if the building is to become a museum, in order to be ADA
compliant there would obviously need to be an elevator. Where in the structure would
Mr. Bender recommend that it go? Mr. Bender stated that they are still looking at that, so
everything he is saying right now is very early in the process. There are a couple of
issues involved with an elevator. If the ultimate use is that the first floor becomes
commercial activity, the way the building is structured, the 2nd and 3rd floor are accessible
from a stair with an exterior door, those could become residential uses, and if the City
owns the building, a housing authority could manage the apartments. If the building
would be used for residential, then an elevator would not be required. If the 2nd and 3rd
floor are used for office space, it would not make a good commercial space. Any kind of
commercial activity would require an elevator for ADA compliance. One of the options
is to put it at the back of the building with an exterior elevator tower. One problem
would be that some valuable interior space would be lost.
Mr. Bender stated that the building is going to need a fire sprinkler system no matter
what is done with it. It’s a 3-story building, so if it is residential use or commercial
activity, the sprinkler system will be required. Options will be outlined in the report, and
decisions will have to be made in the future. But, the actual decision will be predicated
on what the final decision by the City Commission ends up being.
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Mr. Selover thanked Mr. Bender for enlightening the group about the architect and
builder. It has been amazing what he has been involved with locally. Mr. Selover did not
realize it until today, and he appreciates the information.
Mr. Walsh asked when the final report is expected to be completed. Mr. Bender stated
that the Stakeholders workshop will be held on February 8. The input that is received at
today’s meeting will be inserted into the document, information from the structural
engineer, the mechanical, plumbing and electrical engineer’s report, lead and asbestos
reports and other environmental assessments will all be part of the 60% document.
Ms. Kornel stated that the Stakeholder Workshop will be held on February 8 at 7:00 p.m.
at the Casements. There will be a 3rd and final workshop on February 21 at 5:30 p.m.
with the City Commissioners in Room 103. Mr. Bender stated that the input gathered at
the February 8 workshop will be incorporated into the report for the February 21 meeting.
Information obtained at the February 21 workshop will then be incorporated into the final
report. Ms. Kornel stated that the City Manager’s office is expecting this to be closed out
by May 1.
Dr. Shapiro opened the floor for audience comments.
Ms. Patricia Sample stated that she had an opportunity to walk through this building
many years ago with Frank MacDonald, and he indicated there was a kitchen on the 1 st
floor, and Ms. Sample was wondering if Mr. Bender had any idea where the kitchen was
located. Mr. Bender stated that they have not determined where the kitchen was, but if
Frank MacDonald told Ms. Sample where he thought the kitchen was, Mr. Bender would
like to know that. Ms. Sample stated that it looked like it was behind a sunroom. Mr.
Bender stated that when you come in the front of the building from the porch, there are
two rooms in the front, and then there is the stairway that goes up on the outside, and
behind it where the bay is located, there is a room that had the fireplace in it, and they
believe this is the dining room or living room. Ms. Sample stated that she had seen the
fireplace before it was torn out. She believes it was in the early ‘80’s and the fireplace
was green. Mr. Bender stated that behind the room that had the fireplace in it, on the
opposite side, that could have been the kitchen. In the 19th century kitchens were
typically near the outside or in an out building, to keep the heat out of the house.
Mr. Bender stated that they believe there was one bedroom downstairs, a shop, a kitchen
and dining room and a closet. Ms. Sample stated that if there were boarding rooms
above, meals were usually served and that would be a use for the dining room. Mr.
Bender stated that there was a door that could access the stair from the inside or outside,
and so the theory of a boarding house, with access to the dining room is wonderful.
Mr. Miller stated that any advertisements for the rooming house talked about the
extensively equipped kitchen, which was available for the people who lived upstairs.
Ms. Sample was concerned about the electrical in the building, and is that an expensive
thing to renovate, and also the sprinkler system that would need to be put in. Mr. Bender
stated that typically on a building such as this, when a full renovation is done, all the
electrical, plumbing and mechanical systems will be upgraded. All of the infrastructure
would be new inside the building. It is rare that they would leave the old wiring.
Historic Landmark Preservation Board
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Mr. Tom Massfeller stated that right now the Historical Society uses the house as their
office, but also as a community center. A lot of people stop in there to ask about
restaurants and hotels. So not only do people stop to see the Historical Society, but a lot
of people come as visitors to the Welcome Center. Mr. Massfeller believes that the plans
were to keep the structure as a museum, along with the Historical Society and Welcome
Center.
Ms. Joyce Benedict asked about the basement and how deep it was. Mr. Salay stated that
it is about 7’ below grade and you can walk in it. The ceiling is about 8 or 9 feet, since
the framing of the 1st floor is a couple of feet above the ground level. There was about
18” of water in the basement. It was made of brick with plaster on it. It could have had a
cistern, or could have been a root cellar. There were some mounts which could have
been for a boiler or some piece of equipment. There was some electrical wiring with a
light fixture on it.
Ms. Sample stated that Mr. MacDonald did mention that there was a cistern in the
basement that did pump water up into the kitchen in the house. Mr. Bender stated that the
theory of a root cellar in the basement makes perfect sense. There are no steps into the
basement, but it should be accessible. Mr. Bender stated that he isn’t sure that it was a
cistern, but if it were to be used for something besides a cistern, a Lapeyre stair could be
put in, and reverse the door swing so that it would swing out, and it now becomes
accessible and usable.
Ms. Elysha Petschauer asked if the basement is under the entire first floor. Mr. Salay
stated that it is under about ¼ of the first floor. Ms. Petschauer asked when Bender &
Associates were doing the assessment of the building, was the area of the floor that had
the swale over the basement area. Mr. Salay stated that the structural engineer
determined that there was a damaged pier and the beams started sagging. This would be
something that needs to be dealt with.
Ms. Petschauer asked that as the process continues on, will Bender and Associates be
putting a budget together for the restoration of the building. Mr. Bender stated that they
will have cost estimates. It may be a little difficult to get accurate numbers. They do
have someone who does historic restoration of plaster, so they will get together with him
for plaster numbers. He understands that construction costs in Ormond Beach will be
somewhat less than what they are used to in south Florida. But, based on their experience
with structures around the state, and tapping into local contractors, they will come up
with estimates for what they consider to be the different phases.
Mr. Bender stated that some estimates are based on how far the City wants to take the
project. For example, a recommendation will be made to replace the windows with
historically appropriate windows. One of the original casement windows is in the attic,
so they know what the original windows were. Often times with these types of structures,
items are prioritized and sometimes they don’t get done. Mr. Bender stated that once a
project like this gets started and people find out the historical significance of it, and the
first time that work is started and they can see what is coming together, the excitement
that spreads through the community is really something to watch. If or when that process
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happens, you will see the community come together and support the completion of this
project.
Mr. Thomas MacDonald, whose father is Frank MacDonald, thanked the gentlemen for
the history surrounding his dad and grand-dad. Mr. Thomas asked about the 18” of water
in the basement, and knowing that it has to be removed, is that something that gets
pumped out. Mr. Salay stated that it would be very easy to remove the water with a
pump, the question is keeping the water out. Normally, up north, they would put in a
sump pump. There would be a hole dug at the lowest point of the basement, and a sump
pump with a float alarm on it would be installed to keep the water out.
Mr. MacDonald also asked about piping from the cistern, and if the equipment for the
sprinkler system could follow that same track. Mr. Salay stated that the equipment could
be put in the basement where it wouldn’t be quite so visible. Mr. Bender stated that the
fire pumps could be put in the basement, to get water up to the 3rd floor.
Ms. Sample stated that she doesn’t know the Planning Departments rules and regulations,
but she was wondering if private residents were allowed, if the building was to be
returned to having a residence on the second floor. Ms. Kornel stated that the City does
allow mixed use in that area. It would be a commercial office with residential upstairs.
Mr. Bender stated that these are all possibilities of adapted uses for the property. Ms.
Sample stated that the Historical Society would like to see the building as a museum,
open to the public. Mr. Bender stated that he definitely sees that as an appropriate use for
the building. It is not Bender & Associates job to make a decision for the City. What
they are doing is assembling data, creating an assessment and making recommendations
of appropriate courses of action, which can include any number of uses. This is your
community and your legacy that you are leaving for your future generations. There is
always a need for affordable housing for people who would work in the area and not have
a car, and would walk or bicycle to work. This is perfect for that use, and historically
that is the way it was used. It could be a great fit.
Mr. Akam stated that it may also be helpful to note that in 2009, the Casements had some
work done, when the basement was holding water. The walls were redone, and there was
an area in the basement which he believes was a root cellar, which would be consistent
with what was found at the MacDonald House. More importantly, at the Casements
today, there are pumps in the basement that are operational. It takes sump pumps to keep
the water out. The area that he believes is the root cellar is raised a little above the rest of
the cellar level.
Mr. Bender stated that when they did the Custom House restoration in Key West, there
were rumors that there was gold buried in the walls of the Custom House. To this day,
people ask if he found any of the gold, and his standard response is, if he had, do you
think he would tell you. He can say that there is no gold in the walls.
Dr. Shapiro stated that we have heard from the public, and there will be more meetings to
come, but does the Board need to add anything further before a motion is made. Hearing
no comments from the Board, Dr. Shapiro asked for a motion regarding the draft as
presented.
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Ms. Heddy made a motion to accept the report as presented. Mr. Akam seconded
the motion. Vote was called and the draft report was unanimously accepted as
presented.
Dr. Shapiro stated that this is a work in progress, and he wants to state that the report is
outstanding and comprehensive the way it was presented. Dr. Shapiro read the entire
packet and there were things in it that he learned that he never knew before. There is one
minor item that needs to be corrected. On page 6 of the historic report, it mentions that
the ownership of the building at one time was the Woman’s Club. At no time did the
Woman’s Club own that building. Dr. Shapiro thinks it was confused with the AndersonPrice Memorial Building. Ms. Heddy stated that the Woman’s Club had been removed
from the second version of the report.

VI.

MEMBER COMMENTS
None.

VII.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
None.

VIII. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 5:20 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Melanie Nagel, Recording Secretary
ATTEST:

Dr. Philip J. Shapiro, Chairman
Minutes transcribed by Melanie Nagel
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MINUTES
CITY OF ORMOND BEACH
CITY COMMISSION
MACDONALD HOUSE HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT
February 21, 2017
I.

5:30 p.m.

City Commission Chambers

CALL TO ORDER
Mayor Bill Partington called the meeting to order at 5:37 p.m.
Present were Mayor Bill Partington, Commissioners Dwight Selby, Troy Kent, Rick
Boehm and Rob Littleton, City Manager Joyce Shanahan, Assistant City Manager and
Public Works Director Ted MacLeod, City Attorney Randy Hayes, Planning Director Ric
Goss, Senior Planner Laureen Kornel, and consultants Bert Bender and Jim Miller,
Bender and Associates, Architects.
Mayor Partington thanked those in attendance for their patience, noting that the meeting
started slightly behind schedule due to a room change that was made to accommodate
the volume of citizens in attendance.
Ms. Joyce Shanahan, City Manager, stated that at the city’s Strategic Planning
Workshop on May 12, 2015, staff was directed to solicit requests for qualifications from
individuals and firms capable of preparing a feasibility study about the MacDonald
House and the Ames House. She explained that the development of the study was then
narrowed to assess the MacDonald House as a historic structure, and to determine its
conditions as well as its eligibility for historical designation. She further explained that the
purpose of the study was to provide officials with adequate information to consider the
historical significance of the structure, and its relevance within the context of the city’s
historical resources when considering redevelopment projects and other efforts in the
city.
Ms. Shanahan noted that depending on the determined historical significance, and the
results of the assessments of the current conditions of the structure, it would be
determined whether maintenance and improvements would be recommended. She
explained that if they were to be recommended, the report would provide a systemic
approach to guide future maintenance improvements and possible restoration. She
noted that if demolition was recommended, cost estimates for demolition would be
provided, along with cost estimates for alternative uses for the project. She stated that
Bender & Associates, Architects, was the successful provider of the study. She noted
that the report was 90 percent complete.
Ms. Shanahan stated that a public workshop was held two weeks prior, noting that there
was a significant crowd present at that workshop. She explained that that workshop was
held so that the public could provide their input on the process. She further explained
that the present workshop was intended to provide the City Commission with an
opportunity to ask questions and have discussions. She noted that there would be no
public comment at this Commission workshop. She explained that in the future,
depending on the direction the Commission gave to staff that evening, things would
move forward and there would be ample opportunity for public hearings in the future,
where all voices could be heard on this matter. She reiterated that public comments
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were made during the stakeholders’ workshop held two weeks prior, noting that this
workshop was the opportunity for the Commission to provide their comments on the
report.
II.

PRESENTATION – MACDONALD HOUSE HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT
Ms. Shanahan introduced Ms. Laureen Kornel, Senior Planner, explaining that Ms.
Kornel had served as the staff leader on this project.
Ms. Laureen Kornel, Senior Planner, stated that this was the third and final workshop
which the City of Ormond Beach would undertake to collect data and input from all
interested stakeholders in order to formulate the MacDonald House Historic Structure
Report (“the report”). She noted that there were several Historic Landmark Preservation
Board members present and requested that they stand to be recognized. She stated that
she was the project manager for this project but noted that she did not perform any work
on the report. She explained that Bender & Associates was the consultant and would
make a presentation on their findings to date, including a brief history of the property, as
well as recommendations with cost estimates. She noted that they had been working
diligently since the fall of the previous year on the report and were nearing completion.
Ms. Kornel stated that the Commission had been provided with the 90 percent submittal
of the report for their review and comment. She explained that in addition to the field
data collected by the consultant, the consultant had collected and compiled the results of
each workshop and added the input into each evolving draft report. She noted that those
documents were available online on the city’s website. She stated that Commission input
would be a part of the final report. She noted that project completion was expected no
later than the end of April, 2017.
Ms. Kornel welcomed Bender & Associates to the meeting. She explained that Bender &
Associates was a full-service architectural firm with a wide range of experience with
multiple project types, including historic preservation and restoration. She noted that she
had received nothing but positive feedback so far on the consultants’ work to date.
Mr. Jim Miller, Bender & Associates, Architects, stated that he worked in northeast
Florida in the archaeological profession, and noted that he penned a dissertation and a
book about it. He noted that he had a lot of general knowledge about the area. He stated
that he went back to school mid-career and obtained degrees in planning. He explained
that he now approached projects like this with an understanding of the history and a
vision towards the future, regarding how resources should be managed. He stated that
he served as state archaeologist for 20 years and had held a number of other positions,
noting that he had a great deal of experience in the area. He noted that some people
had expressed surprise at the level of detail in the report. He explained that much of the
research in the report writing was performed by Jonathan Lammers, a native of Ormond
Beach, who was his associate in Tallahassee. He noted that the report was a labor of
love for Mr. Lammers and reflected his personal experience.
Mr. Miller noted that he would attempt to move through the presentation quickly, and
explained that there was a much greater level of detail available in the report. He stated
that first he wanted to establish the geographical context of the MacDonald House. He
stated that the MacDonald House was located between the beach and the river and sat,
more or less, at the center of the nineteenth and twentieth century social, economic, and
cultural world of the beachside community. He noted that its location was essentially
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ground zero in the area at the time. He explained that there had been many changes
over the years but noted that the MacDonald House was still surrounded by important
historic resources and a high level of activity. He displayed an aerial photograph
mapping of the area. He referenced Billy’s Tap Room, an establishment which still was
in operation. He also referred to the former location of the Ormond Beach Hotel, which
had been developed into condominiums, and the John D. Rockefeller House, which was
known as The Casements.
Mr. Miller stated that the development of the area depended on several important
historical factors. He explained that the history there began in 1845 with the survey of
public lands so they could be moved quickly to private ownership. He noted that grants
were transferred in the 1880s and that outside investors were involved. He stated that
once the hotel was in operation, there was a bridge across the river and there was
railroad access. He noted that the Ormond Hotel was part of Flagler’s East Coast
Railway’s empire. He stated that during this time period, between the construction in
1880 and the operation in the 1890s, Ms. Margaret Stout appeared for the first time in
the historical record.
Mr. Miller explained that Ms. Stout was the builder and first owner of the MacDonald
House. He noted that she was revealed through newspaper and other historical sources
for the first time in this research to be the person responsible for the MacDonald House’s
existence. He explained that in 1903, Ms. Stout had contracted with the architect and
builder, Mr. Sumner H. Gove, to construct a large residence. He noted that Ms. Stout
was from Brooklyn and spent the season in Ormond Beach. He stated that she worked
at the Ormond Hotel, having started there in the late 1880s. He noted that there was
also a newspaper notice about Mr. Gove’s associate, Mr. G.P. Ballough, who installed
the plumbing.
Mr. Miller displayed a photograph of the MacDonald House from 1905, which showed
the turret and gable roof of the building, as well as its location across from the Ormond
Hotel. He displayed a photograph from 1920 which showed the back view of the
MacDonald House. He noted that the form, shape, and structure of the home were still
intact. He stated that there had been some minor modifications, which would be detailed
later, but explained that the home had essentially not been changed in any significant
way. He noted that the Ormond Hotel grounds, the Ormond Pharmacy which would
eventually become Billy’s Tap Room, and St. James Church, were also featured in the
photograph.
Mr. Miller stated that there were some architectural themes in the MacDonald House
which were established throughout Ormond Beach. He displayed a photograph of Mr.
John Bostrom’s residence, which was named Bosarve and completed in 1903. He noted
the castellated diagonal tower on the home. He displayed a photograph of the coat room
in the Ormond Hotel lobby, stating that the photograph originated from the Historic
American Building Survey’s documentation of the interior of the Ormond Hotel. He noted
the diagonal diamond-light windows in the room. He explained that it was in a similar
office in the hotel lobby where Ms. Stout was the long-time director of the news and curio
department at the Ormond Hotel. He stated that Ms. Stout also operated her home as a
library, notion store, and boarding house.
Mr. Miller displayed photographs of diamond-light window examples found along
Granada Boulevard at Billy Tap’s Room, the Ormond Memorial Art Museum building, the
entrance to The Casements, and the MacDonald House. He noted that the photograph
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of the MacDonald House was from the 1940s and displayed diamond-light windows,
which were no longer located there. He displayed a recent photograph of Billy’s Tap
Room. He noted that there was an interesting story associated with that establishment.
He explained that from historical records they knew that Mr. William “Billy” MacDonald
worked at Briarcliff Lodge in New York, one of the largest resorts in the world at that
time. He noted that Mr. MacDonald worked there for six months of the year and resided
in Ormond Beach the other six months. He stated that Mr. MacDonald appeared to bring
with him a recollection and appreciation of the architectural Tudor style found at Briarcliff
Lodge. He noted that Mr. MacDonald established a façade, with his restaurant at the
center, which matched the one from Briarcliff Lodge.
Mr. Miller displayed a photograph of the MacDonald House from 1940, taken from the
Ormond Hotel grounds. He noted that the original front porch ran from the tower to the
edge of the home. He displayed a photograph of the MacDonald House from 1996, prior
to rehabilitation. He explained that the entire porch had been removed in 1944, as it had
been difficult to maintain, and noted that it had been replaced with a very small stoop
entrance. He stated that during the restoration in 1997, which was paid for with state
funds, the porch was reconfigured and reconstructed, noting that the front steps were
different.
Mr. Miller stated that Mr. Gove was a significant architect in the Daytona Beach area. He
noted that Mr. Gove had three bridge building companies, was the President of the East
Florida Phone Company, and was the President and Co-Founder of the Halifax River
Yacht Club. He stated that Mr. Gove designed and built a number of buildings in the
area, including the Clarendon Hotel, Colonnades Hotel, Delos A. Blodgett House,
Charles G. Burgoyne House, and Casino Burgoyne. He displayed photographs of those
properties, noting that these examples featured his castellated towers, and noted that
the Casino Burgoyne contained perhaps more castellated towers than he had ever seen
on a structure.
Mr. Bert Bender, Principal Architect, Bender and Associates, Architects, explained that
he would touch on some of the things discovered about the building, as well as some of
the things that he had encountered with the site. He noted that the particular aerial
photograph he was displaying showed the MacDonald House in relation to some of the
other elements that were present there, namely the Rockefeller Gardens, The
Casements, the Ormond Beach Memorial Art Museum and Gardens, and the tennis
courts and parking. He noted that the parking lots served The Casements and also the
tennis courts, but explained that they were in a somewhat remote location. He explained
that they saw this as an opportunity to remove the fence that closed off the park area in
the center of the tennis courts and relocate that fencing so that each of the tennis court
elements themselves could be enclosed. He further explained that that portion could be
opened into a parkway which connected the back area and developed as a park.
Mr. Bender noted that they also saw this as an opportunity to construct a new tennis
facility that could be located in that back area as well, and encourage individuals to use
that parking lot for the tennis court elements, which would then free the other parking lot
up for use by the MacDonald House, The Casements, and the commercial buildings
along the street. He displayed photographs of the existing basement at the MacDonald
House. He noted that the basement currently contained water. He explained that they
determined that the water itself was not part of a cistern, noting that they believed it to be
groundwater that had collected. He noted an area that he believed contained a boiler.
He stated that the structure itself was overall in pretty good structural condition. He
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displayed photographs of some current elements on the first floor, noting that the interior
doors were original and had original door hardware. He further noted that they
discovered the original fireplace hearth hidden under a carpet in what could be referred
to as the dining room area. He explained that that fireplace, and its associated chimney,
was removed quite some time ago.
Mr. Bender displayed photographs of the existing second floor conditions. He noted that
there had been quite a bit of water coming into the building. He stated that there had
been a situation of deferred maintenance for many years. He noted the plaster and
explained that it had deteriorated as water came into the building. He stated that the lack
of maintenance, and deferred maintenance, had resulted in conditions where the plaster
was coming off the walls and deterioration was occurring on the floors. He noted that all
of that was correctable and could be repaired. He stated that the second floor contained
some really interesting architectural details and displayed photographs of the details on
the existing second floor. He noted that the door trim was ornate and had door casings
typical of the turn of the century. He stated that the curved plaster walls and base trim
were very unique and a fascinating interpretation of the types of things that were done at
the time. He explained that at the time the home was built, it was probably quite an
estate.
Mr. Bender displayed photographs of the existing third floor conditions. He noted that
again there was deteriorated plaster that had come off the walls. He referenced the
closet photograph and noted that that was where the chimney had previously come
through the floor. He stated that they had located evidence of the hearth and where the
chimney, which had since been removed, had gone through the roof.
Mr. Bender displayed a construction cost budget estimate breakdown. He explained that
he solicited information from individuals who performed preservation work, noting that he
provided them with existing condition drawings and historic floorplans. He stated that he
obtained information as to what some of those elements would cost to repair and then
determined a cost range. He noted that these were preliminary estimates and not hard
numbers. He explained that a cost range was provided between low end and high end
estimates. He explained that the intention was to provide information that could be used
to plan going forward.
Mr. Bender stated that there was asbestos and lead in the building, noting that the
exterior of the building had quite a bit of lead paint on it. He stated that the estimates to
repair and abate the asbestos ran from a low of $9,000 to a high of $12,000. He noted
that lead-based paint abatement ranged from $45,000 to $55,000. He explained that
they created a general construction estimate by using a square foot cost than ranged
from $100 per square foot to $135 per square foot. He noted that the building was about
5,000 square feet and was a pretty substantial structure. He stated that the estimate for
all of the basic construction work was between $600,000 and $750,000.
Mr. Bender stated that he went to Old World Plaster for the plaster considerations,
noting that he had performed many projects with them and that they specialized in
historic plaster. He stated that their estimation was that there was 10,000 to 15,000
square feet of plaster that needed to be repaired. He explained that with using an
estimate of $10 per square foot, it would constitute a cost of between $100,000 and
$150,000 for the plaster repairs. He stated that he consulted with Ms. Jodi Reuben from
CCS Restoration about the exterior doors and windows. He explained that she estimated
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that the reconstruction of all of the doors and windows, in their historic configuration, had
an order of magnitude of $100,000 to $125,000.
Mr. Bender stated that they believed that a fire sprinkler system would need to be put
into the project. He noted that the home was three stories and that under the Florida
building codes it should have a fire sprinkler system. He explained that eight or nine
years ago a fire sprinkler system was installed at Rose Villa, which cost $55,000. He
noted that he allowed for an inflationary trend on his estimate, finding that that threestory building was comparable to the MacDonald House, and therefore estimated a price
range of $60,000 to $70,000. He stated that those estimates all taken together would
constitute a subtotal range of $814,000 to $1,077,000 for the project.
Mr. Bender stated that he estimated, somewhat arbitrarily, that site components would
be five percent of whatever that subtotal number was. He noted that that would be an
estimate of $40,700 to $52,850, in this instance. He stated that he estimated general
conditions, bonds, building permits, and all of the other expenses that went into a
municipal construction project would cost eight percent of that subtotal, $65,100 to
$86,150. He noted that he estimated general contractor, overhead and profit, and
miscellaneous other expenses at 17 percent, or $138,400 to $183,000. He noted that
with all of those figures added to the previous subtotal, the total estimated project cost
would be between $1,058,200 and $1,400,000.
Mr. Bender noted that the report detailed a number of options for the building itself, in
terms of what the uses would be. He explained that the estimate assumed that second
and third floors would be used for residential purposes, and therefore no elevator would
be needed. He noted that a commercial use, such as office space, would require an
elevator to comply with the American with Disabilities (ADA) Act, and would require
construction of a separate tower and a separate exit. He stated that if the Commission
opted to go that route, another $200,000 would need to be added to the previously
referenced total. He explained that according to the aforementioned estimation
methodology, the magnitude construction cost estimate was $1,000,000 to $1,500,000.
He noted that if soft costs were added it would increase to $1,120,000 to $1,680,000.
Mr. Bender stated that he would summarize a number of recommendations that were
made in the report. He stated that the first recommendation was to update the National
Register Nomination Form and any related site files to reflect additional historic data that
was obtained during the preparation of the report, including the construction date of
1903. He noted that the second recommendation, which they always recommended,
was compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. He
stated that the third recommendation was to restore the building configuration to its
historic period of concern in appearance. He explained that they recommended that be
during a period from 1903, when the building was constructed, until the early 1940s,
when Mr. MacDonald moved into the property. He noted that part of that
recommendation was also to recognize the early historical significance of the home by
renaming it the Stout-MacDonald House.
Mr. Bender stated that the fourth recommendation was to submit the report to the State
of Florida’s Division of Historical Resources for a courtesy review. He explained that he
made that recommendation because it showed the state that the city was moving
forward in a serious manner to preserve and analyze the building. He stated that the
document itself would then put the city in a strong position to obtain state grant funds
from special category grants. He noted that that was the first step, explaining that the
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state liked to see that work done. He explained that a grant could be obtained to perform
that work but that the city had already done it, noting that that provided them that much
more leverage should they decide to apply for grants.
Mr. Bender stated that the fifth recommendation was to establish final uses for the
building. He explained that the report recommended a mixed use occupancy consisting
of a museum of Ormond Beach history on the ground floor and two residential
apartments on the upper floors. He stated that those would need to be discussed and a
determination would need to be made as to what uses of the building would be best for
the community. He stated that the sixth recommendation was to establish an action plan
and schedule for the rehabilitation of the Stout-MacDonald House. He noted that they
were referring to the property as the Stout-MacDonald House but that an audience
member had previously called it the MacDonald-Stout House. He explained that given
the history of Ms. Stout, and her relationship with the building, they felt that she should
be recognized, along with Mr. MacDonald, in the name of the residence.
Mr. Bender stated that the seventh recommendation was to begin the application
process for grant funding. He explained that the recommendation was to submit
applications to the State of Florida’s Division of Historical Resources for a special
category grant, and to Volusia County for an ECHO grant. He noted that the information
on those grants was outlined in the report. He stated that he felt that the city had a very
strong position for a special category grant. He noted that he could not speak to the
merits of an ECHO grant, noting that he had only participated in one project with an
ECHO grant and that he was not involved in the acquisition of that grant.
Mr. Bender stated that the eighth recommendation was to relocate the tennis pro shop
and reconfigure the tennis court fencing, as discussed earlier, to allow the central park
area to have an unimpeded flow of pedestrian access between the tennis courts to the
south side parking lot and the north side parking lot. He noted that he believed that idea
had some merit and requested that the city look into that. He stated that there was a site
diagram in the report which discussed those synergies.
Mr. Bender noted that his presentation had concluded and asked the Commission if they
had any questions.
III.

COMMISSION COMMENTS / QUESTIONS
Commissioner Selby stated that he was very impressed with Mr. Bender’s report. He
noted that there was a great amount of detail and a lot of information provided. He stated
that he learned a lot reading it and noted that he spent the better part of his weekend
reviewing the material. He stated that the report showed the team’s love of historic
preservation. He noted that he was particularly impressed with Mr. Miller’s comments
relative to his staff and the structural report. He stated that he attended the stakeholders’
meeting at The Casements. He stated that he had the opportunity to walk through the
entire building the previous week, except for the basement, with Leisure Services
Director Robert Carolin. He noted that he had discussed the MacDonald House with
many citizens, and that it had been at the top of their minds.
Commissioner Selby noted that there was a reference in the report to a discussion with
Mr. Lewis Heaster, who was the property owner to the east of the MacDonald House,
regarding proposals he had made for the property. He explained that it was his
understanding that Mr. Heaster had subsequently made a revised proposal. He
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encouraged Mr. Bender to also include that information in his final report. He noted that
he was requesting it be included in the area where Mr. Bender cites his discussion with
Mr. Heaster.
Mr. Bender stated that Mr. Heaster’s revised proposal was included in the report;
whereby, Commissioner Selby noted that he believed that it was located in the appendix
at the end. Commissioner Selby stated that Mr. Heaster’s original proposal, to remove
the building, was discussed in the text; whereby, Mr. Bender noted that Mr. Heaster’s
original proposal was demolition.
Mr. Bender stated that Mr. Heaster’s revised proposal was relocation. He stated that he
believed that the report discussed either both, or the relocation of the building. He noted
that he discussed the cost of relocation. He stated that he would go over the report and
make certain.
Commissioner Selby explained that he spoke with Mr. Heaster earlier that day and that
he had mentioned a third option, which was to sell the property to him – for a modest
amount – so that he could restore the building, at his expense, with conditions. He noted
that it would be restored to a standard that the city established. He stated that that was
an interesting alternative that he did not see mentioned in the report.
Mr. Bender stated that if that was the alternative that Commissioner Selby was
requesting that they explore, he would accept Commissioner Selby’s request for him to
investigate and include that.
Commissioner Selby noted that he had a few questions regarding terms he was not
familiar with. He stated that a couple of times at the stakeholders’ meeting, as well as in
the report, there was mention made of “historic value.” He asked Mr. Bender if he could
elucidate.
Mr. Bender stated that he thought the term Commissioner Selby was referring to was
“intrinsic value”; whereby, Commissioner Selby replied that it was “historic value,” and
explained that it had been used in the context of the building’s relocation.
Mr. Bender stated that if a building was listed on the national register of historic places
that its location was included as part of the listing. He noted that a building’s location
was important to its significance. He explained that if the building was relocated it would
lose its designation as a historic structure because it was moved from the historic site.
He stated that without a historic designation, the building would no longer be eligible for
state grant funds, noting that he was unsure about how that affected ECHO grants. He
explained that the state’s Division of Historic Resources would deem a relocated building
ineligible for grant funds as the building would no longer be able to be listed as a
qualifying historic structure.
Mr. Bender noted that that also impacted Mr. Heaster’s latest revised proposal to restore
the building. He explained that as a private individual, Mr. Heaster could not apply for
state grant funds. He noted that a municipality, such as the city, or a non-profit, such as
the Ormond Beach Historical Society – if they owned the building, could apply and
qualify for state historic preservation grant assistance. He noted that Mr. Heaster would
have to establish a qualified non-profit organization in order to do so himself.
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Mr. Bender referenced Mr. Heaster’s latest proposal and explained that the best
approach, with respect to restoration, would be for the city to engage in the restoration –
applying for and using grant funds – and for Mr. Heaster to provide a cash match, for
example, as a donation to the city, with the understanding that the completed project
would be purchased or leased back to him or his new non-profit organization. He noted
that that also would provide the city with a level of comfort with regards to the quality of
the restoration undertaken as they would have to comply with the Secretary of the
Interior’s standards, and the state’s Division of Historical Resources, which would have
oversight to ensure that compliance with those standards were met.
Mr. Bender stated that after restoration the building could be purchased by Mr. Heaster
or someone else, or the city could enter into a long-term lease. He noted that the state
would require a minimum ten-year deed restriction that commits the city to preservation
of the house, restoration of it, and maintenance of it in its historic configuration. He
explained that the city could put a deed restriction on the property, in perpetuity, that any
owner, or future owners, would then be required to maintain the property in its historic
configuration, and maintain a certain level of restoration or maintenance. He noted that
he had just outlined what the response would be to Mr. Heaster’s third proposal for
purchase and restoration of the property.
Commissioner Selby noted that he met with Ms. Shanahan yesterday. He stated that he
was slightly uncomfortable specifically discussing Mr. Heaster, and explained that he
only was doing so because Mr. Heaster had come forward with a few times with
proposals. He noted that any change of ownership would be handled in a very open and
public bid process.
Mr. Bender stated that the idea of a transfer from public to private ownership, under what
he had just outlined, was part of a conversation that he had with Mr. Heaster when he
had met with him about his proposal. He stated that he had mentioned to Mr. Heaster
that restoration of the property was possible and that the city would have options at that
point in time. He explained that the city could serve as its own developer and potentially
turn a profit on that. He explained that if this was a 5,000 square foot building in Key
West, which underwent a $1 million renovation, it could be sold for $6 to 8 million
afterwards. He noted that that was the Key West market and that he was not suggesting
that that held true in Ormond Beach, noting that he was not familiar with this market.
Commissioner Selby stated that Mr. Bender referenced what he would characterize as
the “R” words, both in his report and at the stakeholders’ meeting. He explained that
those words were repair, restore, rehabilitation, and so on. He asked Mr. Bender to
explain each of those, beginning with the lowest level and move up to the most intense
level.
Mr. Bender stated that the lowest level would be preservation. He explained that
preservation really was nothing more than good stewardship in maintaining a historic
property in good order and good condition. He noted that what he referred to as
preservation, Europeans referred to as maintenance. He stated that Europeans
maintained buildings in good order, noting that some of these buildings were three, four,
or five hundred years old and still usable. He noted that the next level would be
rehabilitation. He explained that rehabilitation was more work than preservation but was
also typically associated with adaptive use, where a new use was being sought for an
existing historic building. He stated that what they were proposing for the MacDonald
House was rehabilitation. He explained that it would be given a new use and put into
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service so that it could be used by the public. He noted that presently the second and
third floors were not serviceable.
Mr. Bender stated that the third level was restoration. He explained that pure restoration
would be attempting to return the building to a particular time in history. He noted that
The Casements was the best local example. He stated that most historic projects
involved rehabilitation, and that some of them involved an element of each of those
things. He explained that at the MacDonald House, for example, they would be restoring
the windows to the original historic configuration.
Commissioner Selby referenced plaster and contrasted it to drywall. He referred to a
surface texture that looked like plaster; whereby, Mr. Bender explained that the plaster
was eligible under the state’s Division of Historic Resources for reimbursement, noting
that drywall was not.
Commissioner Kent thanked Mr. Bender and Mr. Miller for their very thorough report. He
thanked the residents in attendance for attending the workshop. He noted that this was
the largest audience that he had ever seen at a workshop. He stated that that was
significant. He stated that he appreciated all of the photographs in the report, noting that
pictures really did say 1,000 words. He noted that the structure was 114 years old, and
did not look great, especially on the second floor. He stated that he would not expect
something to look nice if it was not taken care of. He noted that that was something that
the city bore the brunt of. He explained that he was extremely surprised to learn that the
city purchased that property in 1979 for $360,000. He noted that that was a lot of money
today and he was shocked that the Commission in 1979 had decided to move forward
with the purchase at that price. He stated that he recognized that that Commission saw
something special in that structure.
Commissioner Kent referenced the $1 million to $1.7 million estimate. He explained that
he was puzzled about the use for the property, noting that he wondered what the
building would be used for. He expressed his appreciation for some of the ideas in the
report. He recalled that it had been suggested that the first floor be used for a museum,
and noted that he would add “welcome center” to that also. He referenced the
recommendation for the second and third floors to be residential. He explained that he
was contemplating the idea of the city becoming landlords and having renters. He noted
that that was something to take under consideration.
Commissioner Kent stated that he was pleased to hear Commissioner Selby discuss Mr.
Heaster, noting that he had the utmost respect for him. He explained that he had
appreciated what Mr. Heaster had done in the downtown, noting that there was no doubt
that Mr. Heaster loved the community and its charm. He stated that he did not have an
opportunity to speak with Mr. Heaster before the workshop and noted that he
appreciated Commissioner Selby sharing the contents of the conversation that they had
regarding the third option.
Commissioner Kent noted that this decision would ultimately come down to options. He
referenced the costs again. He explained that even if the city obtained grant funding,
there would definitely be some taxpayer funding involved. He again wondered what the
structure would be used for and asked what kind of return on investment the city would
receive, if any. He explained that he looked at what was spent for Rockefeller Gardens
and noted that it was utilized almost every weekend for events and every day by
citizens. He stated that that was money well spent. He referenced Andy Romano
- 10 -

City Commission MacDonald House Historic Structure Report Workshop

February 21, 2017

Beachfront Park, noting that it was incredibly busy and that that park was also an
example of money being well spent. He explained that that was something that he
wanted the Commission to know that he thought about. He noted that he was concerned
about spending the kind of money discussed and what the goal of spending it would be.
He stated that if was just to look at a beautiful historic building that might be enough, but
noted he was not certain about that yet. He stated that he was anxious to hear what his
fellow Commissioners had to say.
Commissioner Boehm stated that he was somewhat conflicted, and had been on that
particular issue, because he had always taken a position that the city had the obligation
to maintain whatever it owned, just as any individual or homeowner did. He noted that he
was one of the driving forces in the creation of the Facilities Renewal and Replacement
Fund years prior, which set aside money in the city’s budget to take care of facilities. He
stated that no money really had been spent out of that fund on the MacDonald House.
He noted he was not familiar with what the limitations of the grants were and explained
that, as such, he was not sure how far they should go with restoration.
Commissioner Boehm stated that he had been to the MacDonald House and explained
that he did not think that the city should wait for grants relative to the exterior. He noted
that there were paint peelings, rotten boards, and fungus growing on the exterior. He
stated that there was no excuse for the city to have allowed the exterior of the building to
deteriorate into the condition that it was presently in. He noted that he believed there
were funds available in the Facilities Renewal and Replacement Fund to address the
lead-based paint and asbestos. He noted that people worked in that building with those
conditions present. He explained that he did not see why they would allow that to
continue. He noted that the items he referenced did not constitute the higher cost
repairs, and explained that he did not think that they should wait for grants to address
those things. He stated that the building had not been maintained and explained that he
thought that the city should do something now to get those issues taken care of. He
noted that they could look into the grants later.
Commissioner Boehm explained that he was not totally convinced that he wanted to
restore the building to its 1940 configuration, and to spend $1.5 million to do so. He
noted that he was not convinced that tearing the windows out and replacing them with
1940s windows would do much. He stated that he was not even sure that 1940s
windows would be hurricane-safe or the best kind of window to put into a building now.
He explained that when he owned a business he had to purchase fire-rated doors,
noting that historic doors were not fire-rated. He stated that he was not sure that
restoring a building to the 1940s would align with the ways the codes were now.
Mr. Bender stated that rehabilitation, as discussed earlier, allowed them the latitude to
undertake actions that would bring the property up to modern codes. He noted that there
would be a one-hour fire rating on the walls if the plaster was properly restored. He
referenced the doors and stated that the interior doors did not have to be the historic
1940s doors but could be fire-rated doors. He noted that there were wood doors and
frames that met the fire rating. He explained that they would wind up meeting the current
codes with the fire-related assemblies that were required. He noted that there would be
a fire sprinkler system installed.
Mr. Bender stated that everything contained different levels. He explained that while he
felt that a true rehabilitation, with doing all of the corrections from a preservation
standpoint, involved the restoration of the windows back to their historic configuration; it
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was certainly something that could be bypassed. He noted that they could leave the
existing steel windows and defer that element to a future phase. He stated that the level
the city chose to take the rehabilitation to would be a matter of priorities. He noted that
that was perhaps not as clear in the report as it should have been. He stated that he
would emphasize a number of different phases in the last ten percent of the report that
would be forthcoming. He explained that they would begin with a number of small
phases and escalate it from there.
Mr. Bender noted that when he looked at the possibility of this structure obtaining a
$500,000 preservation grant from the Division of Historical Resources, he felt that it
would have an excellent chance of being ranked very-high. He explained that such a
grant would require a financial commitment on the city’s part of $250,000. He noted that
it would be a two-to-one return on investment. He stated that those state grant funds
were tax funds, but explained that those funds would be spent somewhere – whether the
city utilized them or someone else did. He stated that he would go back and establish a
number of different priorities, beginning with very small scopes and build on them one at
a time. He noted that the overall total cost would increase if the project was implemented
in multiple small phases, due to mobilization costs and the like.
Commissioner Littleton thanked Mr. Bender and Mr. Miller for their report. He noted that
this was the third time that he had witnessed them make a presentation on the report, as
he had attended the Historic Landmark Preservation Board meeting and the
stakeholders’ meeting on the matter. He stated that the Commissioners that spoke
previously had made several comments he resonated with. He referenced the
recommendation to use the top floors for residential purposes. He asked whether Mr.
Bender’s construction estimates took into account the putting in of bathrooms and
kitchens in those potential units; whereby, Mr. Bender confirmed that they did.
Commissioner Littleton stated that he had visited the second and third stories and
echoed Commissioner Kent’s comments about their appearance. He noted that it was a
problem that the city did not maintain the structure.
Mr. Bender asked if he could speak about the residential recommendation. He explained
that the recommendation for residential use was multifaceted, noting that the historic use
was residential and as such, that the building was already configured for that type of use
and would require very little modification in terms of spatial arrangement. He stated that
Mr. Heaster was of the opinion that the second and third floors would not have much
commercial value. He noted that he put some stock in Mr. Heaster’s opinion as he had
experience in the area. He explained that that led him to believe that a residential use
was more appropriate.
Mr. Bender noted that Commissioner Kent had mentioned the idea of the city becoming
a landlord. He confirmed that the city had a housing authority. He noted that that housing
authority managed the city’s affordable housing or market units. He stated that this
particular property could be the location for two relatively small affordable apartments
near services in the center of the city. He noted that it was perfect for that type of use
and that the housing authority could manage the property. He stated that that was the
responsibility of municipal governments. He explained that he recommended a
residential use with that in mind. He noted that in the final report he would make sure
that it was clear that that was what was envisioned. He stated that many communities,
including Key West, were moving towards the notion of dividing up their units and not
having a residential atmosphere that smacked of “public housing.” He noted that he had
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been involved in community land trusts for affordable housing for years and that that was
an ongoing problem.
Mayor Partington asked if the building was currently on the national historic register of
historic places; whereby, Mr. Bender replied that he was unaware if it was listed
individually but noted that he believed it to be on a local register. Mr. Bender conferred
with Ms. Kornel and confirmed that it was on the national registry.
Mayor Partington noted that he knew the old fire house building and the Ormond Yacht
Club were on that list. He stated that he did not see a plaque on the MacDonald House
indicating that it was on the registry. He asked whether if it really was on the registry and
if it would qualify if it was not.
Mr. Bender stated that it would qualify if it was not. He explained that the qualification
was that the building needed to be either on a national register, a local register, or
eligible for listing on a local or a national register. He stated that the building was eligible,
even if it was not on a local or national register. He noted that it would definitely be
eligible to receive grant funds. He stated that the report stated that as well.
Mayor Partington asked Mr. Bender if he based that assessment on the history provided
in the report; whereby, Mr. Bender confirmed that was correct.
Mayor Partington noted Mr. Bender’s mention of the fireplace. He asked Mr. Bender if he
had pictures of the hearth and asked if that was something that would be reconstructed.
Mr. Bender stated that the physical evidence onsite was the existing hearth, which was
located under a rug. He noted that there was also evidence where the floor was patched.
He stated that they had numerous photographs of the chimney going through the roof,
which was visible from the exterior. He noted that he had not personally seen an interior
photograph which showed the fireplace. He conferred with Mr. Miller, noted that Mr.
Miller had also not viewed any such photograph, and stated that if Mr. Miller had not
seen one then there was a good chance that such a photograph did not exist.
Mayor Partington stated that the same architect had designed the Ormond Yacht Club,
noting that their fireplace was relatively intact. He stated that he appreciated the report
and the amount of detail put into it. He stated that it was excellent. He asked Mr. Bender
why cities spent money to restore or preserve buildings like this. He explained that he
knew Mr. Bender’s response was contained within the report but explained that he
wanted him to put it on the record publicly. He noted that the City of Winter Park had
spent millions to restore old homes. He also noted that Key West had a high level of
public interest and participation in any decision to change the architecture on the front of
a home there. He requested that Mr. Bender elaborate on that topic.
Mr. Bender stated that historic buildings told the story of how communities grew and
were the legacy that would be left for future generations. He explained that when people
returned to a community, they had a tendency to drive by where they grew up and to
look at their homestead. He noted that that was a part of their history and a part of their
heritage. He stated that he was at a point in his career where some of the first new
buildings he designed were getting close to being historically designated. He noted that
he was flattered when he went back and saw those buildings being well maintained. He
explained that it was about history and about how the society grew.

- 13 -

City Commission MacDonald House Historic Structure Report Workshop

February 21, 2017

Mr. Bender stated that there was a lot of history in Ormond Beach. He noted the
automobile’s history in Ormond Beach and the associated photographic evidence. He
explained that there was an opportunity with the buildings in the discussed location –
including Billy’s Tap Room, the MacDonald House, and The Casements – to have a
significant part of the history and the story of Ormond Beach. He noted that even though
the Ormond Hotel was not there that there was a relationship to that site.
Mr. Bender stated that he could not speak to the community, but noted that he had
performed services all over the state of Florida and in other states. He explained that he
was often called to work on buildings where people thought that that some special
attention was required. He noted that Commissioner Selby was correct in his
observation that this report reflected that this was a passion for him. He stated that the
MacDonald House was valuable to a lot of people in this community. He noted that the
fact that the workshop had to be moved from a much smaller venue to a large room was
evidence of how much the community cared about it. He stated that he had lain out in
part, and would strengthen, the argument that this was a financially viable opportunity for
the city.
Mayor Partington stated that that would be included in the outstanding ten percent of the
report. He noted that this was the only opportunity that the Commission had to discuss
this item. He explained that the Commission was constrained in their interactions outside
of a public meeting due to Florida’s Sunshine Law. He asked Ms. Shanahan if she could
provide an idea of the type of direction she was seeking from the Commission that
evening.
Ms. Shanahan stated that the first step would be to get the final report document. She
explained that from there, over the subsequent month and a half or so, she thought that
the Commission would need to cogitate over what their next steps were. She noted that
she believed it was important to know what the future use of the facility would be in order
to move forward. She stated that staff needed to review that and provide the
Commission with some options about what those future uses could look like. She
explained that once the final costs were received, those options could be married with
them. She noted that there was a list of things that the city could do, and that doing
nothing was certainly one of them. She stated that the city could also sell it or opt to
preserve, restore, and rehabilitate the property.
Ms. Shanahan explained that it would be helpful in moving forward for Mr. Bender to
include phases in the final report, as he had mentioned. She stated that it was her
estimate that by the time the Commission undertook their Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) workshop in June, this information would be available so that the Commission
could decide what to do at that time. She noted that that would be her recommendation.
Mayor Partington stated that, from what he heard from the Commission’s comments, he
felt like the Commission could provide direction regarding preserving and restoring the
MacDonald House, and that the Commission could decide what phases to choose to
include in the budget process.
Commissioner Kent noted that he did not think that was wrong. He stated that
Commissioner Boehm said something that jogged his memory. He noted that he and
Mayor Partington had served on the Commission for about 14 years. He stated that
then-Leisure Services Advisory Board Chairman Rick Boehm, before he was
Commissioner Boehm, stood at the podium at a Commission meeting and informed the
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Commission about the Nova Recreation Center being shut down in the summertime
because of holes in the roof. He noted that he believed that Commissioner Boehm told
them that that the city should be ashamed of not taking care of what they had. He
explained that he took that to heart that night and noted that they immediately started a
renewal and replacement funding mechanism. He thanked Commissioner Boehm for his
efforts. He explained that since that time, no Ormond Beach facilities were closed or
shut down because of a dereliction of duty on the city’s part. He stated that the City
Manager knew that was a top priority for the Commission.
Commissioner Kent noted that he did have to take ownership in not making that happen
at the MacDonald House. He explained that he shared that background only because he
agreed with Commissioner Boehm. He noted that Ms. Shanahan had a spending limit of
$25,000. He explained that he was comfortable with Ms. Shanahan spending up to
$10,000 for immediate repairs on the outside, as Commissioner Boehm mentioned. He
noted that the MacDonald House did not look like it belonged in Ormond Beach due to
its outward appearance, which featured missing shingles, planks, and paint peeling.
Commissioner Kent noted that the Commission was not voting that evening and was just
providing direction. He stated that they did not need to vote on Ms. Shanahan spending
up to $25,000, as she had that discretionary ability. He explained that he declined to
direct the spending of more than $10,000 at this time because if the city decided to do
significant work on the MacDonald House they would have a good chance in doubling
their return on investment through grant funding. He further explained that he would
rather use those funds for repairs, noting that they would be awarded somewhere else if
the city declined to pursue them.
Mayor Partington added that he would request that Ms. Shanahan spend within her
spending authority in the manner that was most cost effective and provided the most
return in terms of preservation and restoration.
Ms. Shanahan stated that she did not believe that $10,000 would the job done.
Commissioner Kent retracted his limitation of $10,000. He noted that that was tying Ms.
Shanahan’s hands behind her back. He stated that she was given the ability to spend up
to $25,000 at her own discretion and explained that he was comfortable with her doing
so.
Commissioner Boehm stated that he thought that they should obtain an estimate relative
to ensuring that the exterior of that building was watertight, that the roof was completely
functional, that all of the windows were completely functional, that the lead-based
analysis that needed to be done was performed, the paint removed, and the wood fixed.
He noted that there was enough money in the Facilities Renewal and Replacement Fund
budget, whether it was $25,000 or $40,000, to address the building’s exterior so that it
could look like it belonged in Ormond Beach. He stated that he did not want to wait to fix
it.
Commissioner Littleton stated that he was comfortable with some money going towards
maintenance, safety, and overall beautification. He noted that he would caution that they
try to obtain state funds to perform any real restoration or rehabilitation activities. He
stated that the cost estimate for the project was already over $1 million. He explained
that he wanted it to look nice, noting that it did not look that way now, but cautioned
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spending funds that may force their hand and tie up funds for later use, or cause the city
to spend more than they had originally intended.
Ms. Shanahan stated that she believed that she heard the Commission’s direction to
make sure that the property was watertight and looked presentable. She stated that staff
would bring back some ideas on how to accomplish that.
Commissioner Selby noted that he wanted to address the list that Ms. Shanahan started
to formulate relative to options. He stated that this was a big decision and explained that
anytime he approached big decisions he liked to put every single alternative on the
table. He explained that he saw that the city had five options. He noted that one of them
had already been ruled out that evening, which was to do nothing. He stated that the
second option would be to demolish the building, noting that he did not think that that
was realistically going to happen or that there was any desire to do that.
Commissioner Selby stated that the third option would be to renovate the building in
place. He noted that he may be using the wrong term and that that could have various
levels of involvement or expertise, as noted earlier. He stated that the fourth option
would be to relocate the building and renovate it. He noted that he had heard of a few
alternative locations that the building could be relocated to. He stated that the fifth option
would be to sell the building with restoration controls in place.
Commissioner Selby explained that what would help him dramatically, in making such a
big decision, would be to have staff evaluate those options, exploring the strengths and
weakness of each, their costs, and how the building would be utilized. He stated that
they had to know what the plan was for the building in order to best determine how to
address it. He explained that if staff could do that, it would be extremely helpful to him
when making a decision on how they should move forward. He noted that there would
be significant public input on any path was undertaken.
Commissioner Boehm stated that as far as he was concerned there were two different
means of proceeding. He noted that, as Commissioner Selby mentioned, they needed to
see all of the various options and have numbers on them to make a complete decision.
He explained that the point he was making that evening was that there were funds
available in the city budget for the purposes he outlined earlier, and that rather than wait
for grant funding, phased-in solutions, and other proposals, he believed that Ms.
Shanahan should get estimates for those aforementioned repairs and bring those back
to the Commission to vote on. He stated that he thought those should be separate
considerations.
Commissioner Selby explained that he based his statements on Ms. Shanahan’s
comments implying that she was ready to move forward. He noted that he supported
Commissioner Boehm’s notion.
Ms. Shanahan stated that she received the Commission’s direction.
Mayor Partington stated that the impetus was to preserve it so that they could decide
what to ultimately do with it once they had the remainder of the options presented to
them.
Ms. Shanahan confirmed that the direction was to address some of the deferred
maintenance issues.
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Mayor Partington noted that he was also unsure about the uses. He stated that his first
thought regarding having apartments located there would be to give a police officer, or
firefighter, or teacher, or young person, the opportunity to rent those first. He noted that
he was not fond of the idea of being a landlord, but noted that he knew that the City
Attorney could figure out how to make that work. He explained that he could envision
using the first floor as a museum, the second floor for offices, and the third floor for
storage, noting that museums used a lot of storage. He stated that there were many
options but explained that he felt that preserving it was the first priority.
Mayor Partington thanked Volusia County Councilwoman Heather Post for being in
attendance that evening. He noted that if the city ever did need an ECHO grant, they
would speak with her about that process. He recognized the new Executive Director of
the Ormond Beach Historical Society, Ms. Elysha Petschauer, who was also in
attendance. He noted that the former Executive Director of the Ormond Beach Historical
Society, Ms. Suzanne Heddy, was in the audience as well.
IV.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 6:48 p.m.
Transcribed by: Colby Cilento
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fyi
From: Lewis Heaster [mailto:Lewis@lewisheasterproperties.com]
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2017 11:00 AM
To: McKee, Scott
Cc: Emery, Ann-Margret; Shanahan, Joyce; Kornel, Laureen
Subject: Resignation Letter HLPB Advisory Board

Dear Mr. McKee,
Please forward the email below and attachments to Dr. Shapiro and the members of the HLPB. Effective
immediately, please accept my resignation from the HLPB Advisory Board.
Thank you,
Lewis Heaster

Dear Dr. Shapiro and The HLPB Members,
As you may know in 2014 I submitted a proposal to the City of Ormond Beach to
purchase the underlying property that the Mac Donald House sits upon at 38 E.
Granada Blvd. That proposal started the discussion on whether or not the City
wanted to continue to fund the use of the structure or allow the property to be
redeveloped to enhance our downtown. Fast forward three years later and the City
has now decided to perform a feasibility study of the Mac Donald House and its
future.
Over the last few years it has become apparent that many in our community
would like to save the structure. These individuals have a strong sense of
community and understand the importance of our downtown and the success with
projects like the Gaslamp Shoppes that are located next door to the Mac Donald
House. Therefore, I have decided to modify my proposal with the City to allow
the funds used by my purchase of the underlying property to allow for the
relocation and renovation of the Mac Donald House.
Since the timing of the feasibility study and submission of my updated proposal
are coinciding, I feel that it would be appropriate for me to resign from the HLPB
effective immediately. I would never want this board, or my reputation to be
questioned while making this important decision for the future of the Mac Donald
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House. I hope that we can all come together to resolve this sensitive matter and
commonly pursue the future preservation of the Mac Donald House.
Thank you for your consideration and understanding with this matter.
Regards,

Lewis M. Heaster
Lewis Heaster Properties
700 W. Granada Blvd.
Suite 103
Ormond Beach, Fl. 32174
(386) 673-6262
(386) 673-1221 Fax
www.LewisHeasterProperties.com
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'EJ{isting 3-sto.ystrucrure, known asthe rvtac Donald LIouse.

'Cu.rent occupants a.e rhe 0BHS and Tennis Cenrur.
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-Sellefshalluse rhe proceeds to relocateand renovare the Mac Donald
House to a
locati0n approrimatety 100'southwesrofrhe existingsite. (please reibf ro site plaD
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-Buyer shallpay sellef rhe appfaised amount of$273,000.00
as detemrined by rhe
app.ajsal performed on llay 11,2015 by lleffnrgbn &Associntes for rhe
appfoxiftately +/-0.25 acres oftand located ar 38 E. cr-aDada Btvd. OB, Fl. (please
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sellef slull co nvey rhe pfoperry with fieeand cteartirte, and any impacrfee
credits associared with rheexistingsrructureshallbe conveyed to rhebuier
upon
-The.

-Buyershall be granred the tand use and zoning of(B-B) with rhe conveyed
-A Eood tu th depo5ir or $-0.000
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-Create tundingfof rhe retocatjon & ferovation oithe Mac Donald
frouse.

-Allowthe City to conrinue with its iniriatjve ro aggfessrvery pfomole
redevelopment oldre downrown c0rridor.
-Allows the OBIIS and Tennis centerto continue ro residewithin the Mac
Donald
-Creates addjtional parking f0r access and use ofrhe Mac
Donald House.

'Create new rax revenue and jobs to the downtown.
[p]ease refer to caslamp
Shoppes proposed expansjon plan attached)

t/
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MAC DONALD HOUSE

42 EAST GRANADA BOULEVARD

GASLAMP PLAZA EXPANSION
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